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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  90-U83 


RIVER  BASIN  MONETARY  AUTHORIZATION  ACT  OF  1968.  Authorizes 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation  and  flood  control. 
Authorizes  Corps  of  Engineers  to  make  studies  of  the  nature 
and  scope  of  damages  which  result  from  stream  bank  erosion 
throughout  the  U.  S#,  with  a  view  toward  determining  the  need 
for,  and  the  feasibility  of,  a  coordinated  program  of  stream 
bank  protection  in  the  interest  of  reducing  damages  from 
deposits  of  sediment  in  reservoirs  and  waterways  and  other 
adverse  effects  of  streambank  erosion. 
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Mr.  Randolph,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3710] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  reporting  an  original  bill  (S.  3710) 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon 
and  recommends  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  authorize  construction  of  certain  naviga¬ 
tion  beach  erosion  control,  flood  control,  multiple-purpose,  and  related 
projects  on  which  favorable  recommendations  have  been  made  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers;  to  provide  for  modification  of  the  Fort  Pierce 
beach  erosion  control  project;  amend  the  act  of  July  8,  1942,  to  permit 
the  town  of  Marmet,  W.  Va.,  to  construct  a  firehouse  on  land  pre¬ 
viously  conveyed  to  the  town  by  said  act;  to  convey  excess  land  to  the 
State  of  West  Virginia  for  park  purposes;  to  convey  land  to  the  city  of 
Buffalo,  N.Y.,  for  park  purposes;  to  authorize  a  comprehensive  beach 
erosion  control  survey;  to  amend  the  Illinois  waterway  project  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  alteration  of  certain  highway  bridges;  to  declare  Steele  Bayou, 
La.,  to  be  a  nonnavigable  stream  and  to  deauthorize  the  Steele  Bayou 
navigation  project;  to  authorize  a  review  of  the  local  cooperation 
requirements  for  the  Ouachita  and  Black  Rivers  navigation  project, 
Arkansas  and  Louisiana;  to  establish  a  general  policy  relating  to 
collection  and  removal  of  drift  and  debris  from  Federal  public  harbors; 
to  provide  school  facilities  for  workers  engaged  in  the  construction 
of  the  Dworshak  Dam  in  Idaho;  to  reauthorize  the  Weber  River  flood 
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control  project  in  Utah;  to  reauthorize  the  flood  control  project  on 
the  Pecos  River  at  Carlsbad,  N.  Mex. ;  to  modify  the  flood  control 
project  on  the  Gila  River  downstream  from  Painted  Rock  Reservoir, 
Ariz.;  to  provide  for  use  of  the  condemnation  powers  of  the  Federal 
Government;  to  increase  monetary  authorizations  available  for  prose¬ 
cution  of  certain  comprehensive  river  basin  plans;  and  to  authorize 
surveys  of  problems  on  streams  throughout  the  United  States  in  the 
interest  of  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other  allied  purposes,  to  be 
carried  out  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  All  the  works  of  improvement 
authorized  in  this  bill  are  to  be  prosecuted  in  accordance  with  existing 
law  and  stipulations  contained  in  the  appropriate  documents  as 
modified  by  certain  comments  and  remarks  contained  herein. 

Hearings 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  held  hearings  for  a  total  of  17  days 
on  projects  and  reports  that  had  been  favorably  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  on  proposed  legislation  that  had  been  referred 
to  it,  and  on  proposals  for  development  of  the  water  resources  of 
the  Nation.  The  hearings  were  initiated  in  September  of  1967  and 
extended  through  May  of  1968.  During  the  course  of  the  hearings, 
testimony  was  received  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Members  of 
Congress,  Federal  and  State  officials,  representatives  of  local  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  from  citizens  interested  in  specific  projects  and  proposals. 
The  members  of  the  committee  devoted  many  long  hours  in  the 
conduct  of  these  hearings  and  in  the  consideration  of  the  material  thus 
presented.  A  total  of  95  projects  were  scheduled  by  the  committee 
and  testimony  was  received  from  approximately  250  witnesses. 

Need  for  Bill 

Over  the  years,  the  Congress  has  evolved  a  body  of  legislation 
establishing  the  Federal  interest  in  civil  works  projects  for  many 
purposes.  As  a  result  of  a  number  of  authorizing  acts,  a  considerable 
Federal  program  of  such  projects  has  been  developed.  However, 
many  other  problems  and  meritorious  projects  still  await  study  and 
consideration.  Continuing  study  and  revision  of  the  program  in 
keeping  with  current  and  prospective  needs  are  essential  to  sound 
regional  and  national  development  and  to  efficient  use  of  the  Nation’s 
financial  and  natural  resources.  The  projects  contained  in  this  bill 
are  the  results  of  such  study.  The  bill  is  necessary  to  provide  authori¬ 
zation  for  their  undertaking,  and  for  effective  continuing  undertaking 
of  certain  comprehensive  river  basin  plans  and  programs  previously 
authorized  by  the  Congress. 

General  Statement 

The  last  general  authorization  bill  was  the  act  of  November  7,  1966 
(Public  Law  89-789).  It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Congress  to  con¬ 
sider  authorization  bills  of  this  nature  at  intervals  of  from  2  to  4  years. 
Since  the  last  authorization  bill,  many  favorable  reports  on  proposed 
projects  have  been  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
There  are  also  several  matters  of  general  legislation  which  should  be 
considered  at  this  time. 
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The  survey  program  forms  the  basis  for  the  entire  civil  works  pro¬ 
gram  and  should  he  kept  current  and  abreast  of  the  present  needs  of 
various  areas  and  localities  of  our  country.  The  bill  includes  authori¬ 
zation  for  additional  surveys  of  flood  control  and  navigation  projects. 

The  projects  recommended  for  authorization  by  the  committee  will 
prove  to  be  a  valuable  addition  to  the  existing  Federal  water  resource 
program.  The  projects  have  been  conceived  and  recommended  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  prevent  or  reduce  the  damages  caused  by 
rampaging  flood  waters;  to  provide  water  for  municipal,  agricultural, 
and  industrial  use;  to  generate  hydroelectric  power  for  our  cities  and 
farms;  to  provide  recreational  facilities;  and  to  develop  and  improve 
the  Nation’s  navigation  facilities.  Their  early  authorization  will 
benefit  the  entire  country. 

I’lie  Federal  civil  works  program  under  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  embraces  the  works  for  improving  rivers,  lakes,  coastal 
areas,  and  harbors  of  the  United  States  in  the  interest  of  navigation, 
flood  control,  hydroelectric  power  development,  water  supply,  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement,  recreation,  beach  erosion  control,  and  other  allied 
water  purposes.  Much  of  this  work  has  been  carried  on  for  over  140 
years  since  the  first  appropriation  by  Congress  in  1824.  In  the  river 
and  harbor  and  flood  control  legislation  since  that  tune  Congress  has 
delineated  the  policies,  prescribed  the  procedures  and  authorized  the 
water  resources  developments  which  constitute  the  present  civil  works 
program,  and  has  delegated  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  the  duty  of 
planning,  providing,  and  administering  the  works  involved  therein. 

Water  transportation  plays  an  important  and  useful  part  in  the 
national  economy.  The  Federal  river  and  harbor  program  has  pro¬ 
duced  the  best  system  of  navigable  harbors  and  waterways  possessed 
by  any  nation.  Since  Congress  initiated  the  program  in  1824,  con¬ 
siderable  sums  of  money  have  been  appropriated  for  improving  and 
maintaining  the  navigable  waterways  of  the  Nation.  The  resulting 
improved  waterways  carry  a  huge  tonnage  of  foreign  and  interstate 
commerce,  have  made  possible  free,  easy,  and  unobstructed  interstate 
commerce,  and  have  more  than  justified  their  provision. 

blood  control  as  a  Federal  activity  is  of  comparatively  recent  origin. 
Large-scale  and  effective  Federal  flood  control  operations  in  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  Valley  date  from  1928,  and  nationwide  Federal  operations 
began  in  1936  with  the  enactment  of  the  first  general  flood  control  act. 

The  present  Federal  flood  control  program  includes  over  800  flood 
prevention  projects  that  are  in  operation,  having  been  previously 
authorized  by  the  Congress.  These  projects  are  located  in  nearly 
every  State  of  the  Union.  The  projects  are  chiefly  multiple-use 
developments  which  are  components  of  comprehensive  river  develop¬ 
ment  plans  for  the  conservation,  control,  and  beneficial  use  of  water 
in  the  best  balanced  interest  of  all  elements  involved. 

Bill  Provides  Authorizations  Only 

The  committee  desires  to  point  out  that  this  bill,  while  approving  a 
number  of  meritorious  and  needed  navigation  and  flood  control 
projects  throughout  the  Nation,  does  not  appropriate  any  funds  for 
their  construction.  Each  project  authorized  herein  must  be  considered 
at  some  future  date  by  the  Appropriations  Committees  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  prior  to  any  funds  being  made  available  for  its  prosecution.  The 
committee  believes  that  authorization  of  the  recommended  projects 
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will  provide  a  valuable  reservoir  of  public  works  improvements  that 
can  be  drawn  upon  at  any  time,  and  particularly  as  the  economy  of  the 
country  demands.  The  committee  stresses  the  fact  that  authorization 
of  the  projects  recommended  herein  will  have  no  effect  on  the  present 
fiscal  program  since  funds  are  not  appropriated  by  this  measure. 

Uniform  Standards  for  Water  Resource  Development 

On  October  6,  1961,  President  Kennedy  directed  a  memorandum 
to  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Interior,  Agriculture  and  Health, 
Education  and  Welfare  citing  the  need  for  an  up-to-date  set  of  uniform 
standards  for  the  formulation  and  evaluation  of  water  resource 
projects. 

The  memorandum  from  the  Secretaries  setting  forth  a  statement 
of  “Policies,  Standards,  and  Procedures  in  the  Formulation,  Evalua¬ 
tion,  and  Review  of  Plans  for  Use  and  Development  of  Water  and 
Related  Land  Resources”  was  approved  by  President  Kennedy  on 
May  15,  1962  for  use  by  all  Federal  agencies  in  the  formulation  of 
lederal  projects  for  the  development  of  land  and  water  resources 
under  their  jurisdiction.  That  memorandum  was  printed  as  Senate 
Document  97  of  the  87th  Congress. 

Today,  6  years  later,  we  still  do  not  have  uniformity.  Some  agencies 
evaluate  indirect  and  secondary  benefits;  others  do  not,  although  the 
inclusion  of  such  benefits  in  project  formulation  has  been  recognized 
Federal  policy  for  6  years. 

Even  within  an  agency  there  is  lack  of  uniformity.  Some  types  of 
benefits  are  considered  only  if  the  project  under  study  requires  the 
inclusion  of  such  benefits  in  order  to  show  economic  justification.  In 
some  districts  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  for  instance,  no  attempt  is 
made  to  fully  evaluate  all  project  benefits.  Once  economic  justification 
is  established  further  efforts  to  evaluate  project  benefits  are  abandoned. 

If  the  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  to  serve  any  meaningful  purpose  the 
uniform  standards  prescribed  for  project  evaluation  should  be  followed 
by  all  agencies,  and  the  data  furnished  the  committees  of  Congress 
should  accurately  reflect  all  primary  direct  and  indirect  benefits  as 
well  as  the  secondary  benefits  as  provided  for  in  Senate  Document  97. 

The  committee  is  greatly  concerned  with  this  matter  and  feels  that 
any  increase  in  the  discount  interest  rate  should  appropriately  give 
attention  to  a  reconsideration  and  restatement  of  principles,  standards, 
and  procedures  for  economic  analyses  of  Federal  water  and  related 
land  resource  projects. 

Projects  and  Items  Considered  by  the  Committee  but  Not 

Included  in  the  Bill 

Testimony  was  received  on  a  number  of  projects  during  the  course 
of  public  hearings  held  by  the  committee  but  were  not  included  in 
the  bill  for  various  reasons  including  adverse  recommendations  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  lack  of  clearance  by  Federal  and  State 
agencies.  Those  favorable  reports  on  proposed  projects,  on  which 
testimony  was  received,  but  were  not  before  Congress  at  the  time 
the  committee  marked  up  the  bill,  will  be  considered  for  authoriza¬ 
tion  at  some  future  date. 


5 


A  number  of  witnesses  appeared  before  the  committee  urging 
modification  of  the  existing  water-hyacinth  program  to  provide  for 
control  rather  than  eradication.  The  committee  notes  that  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  the  agency  directed  by  the  Congress  to  carry  out  this 
program,  is  opposed  to  any  modifications  in  the  law  that  would  limit 
the  extent  of  operations  to  eradicate  the  water-hyacinth  and  other 
obnoxious  weeds. 

The  following  is  quoted  from  the  testimony  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  on  this  subject: 

The  popular  conception  that  the  edge  of  weed  beds  or 
marginal  strips  of  vegetation  along  shorelines  hold  some 
amount  of  attraction  and  advantage  for  fish  has  gained  sub¬ 
stantial  support  in  Florida. 

This  has  resulted  in  a  proposal  by  local  interests  and  some 
members  of  the  game  and  fresh  water  fish  commission  that 
the  aquatic  plant  control  program  be  modified  to  delete  total 
control  objectives  which  can  be  accomplished  economically 
only  by  eradication  of  plants  over  substantial  areas. 

We  do  not  discount  the  concept  of  certain  advantages  in¬ 
herent  in  marginal  vegetation  but  we  cannot  concur  in  the 
proposal  to  modify  the  objective  or  authority  for  eradication 
of  water  hyacinth. 

The  program  of  progressive  control  and  eradication  is 
based  on  conclusive  findings  that  the  disadvantages  of  sub¬ 
stantial  growths  characteristic  of  water-hyacinth  infesta¬ 
tions  far  outweigh  any  marginal  benefits  for  fish,  and  that 
partial  treatment  of  dense  stands  leaving  a  residual  source  of 
rapid  infestation  is  an  uneconomical  and  ineffectual  approach 
to  controlling  hyacinths  throughout  the  South  Atlantic  and 
Gulf  States. 

Accordingly,  we  endeavor  to  proceed  with  control  opera¬ 
tions  on  a  basin-by-basin  approach  beginning  insofar  as 
practicable  at  the  headwaters  and  working  downstream  to 
establish  as  fully  controlled  a  condition  as  possible  in  order  to 
obtain  the  greatest  possible  benefits  over  the  longest  period  of 
time  at  the  least  cost. 

If  the  Florida  interests  desire  that  we  proceed  in  a  different 
manner  such  as  leaving  shoreline  vegetation  in  place,  it 
should  be  recognized  that  the  costs  of  maintaining  that 
degree  of  control  would  be  exorbitant  and  result  in  making 
the  program  as  a  whole  impracticable.  The  reproductive 
capacity  of  the  water-hyacinth  is  such  that  1  acre  left  along 
the  bank  may  become  10  acres  in  one  growing  season. 

We  do  not  believe  that  such  procedure  would  serve  the 
best  interests  of  the  program  in  Florida,  or  in  the  other 
participating  States  seeking  relief  from  water-hyacinth 
infestation. 

The  committee  is  in  complete  accord  with  the  position  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  on  this  matter  and  can  find  no  justification  for  modifying 
the  authorized  water-liyacinth  control  program  at  this  time. 
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Monetary  Summary  of  Projects  and  List  of  Projects 

by  States 

The  following  tables  summarize  the  number  of  projects  contained 
in  the  bill,  together  with  the  total  estimated  Federal  cost.  The  projects 
are  itemized  in  detail  in  sections  101  and  203. 


Number  Amount 

Title  I : 

Navigation  projects _ _ 19  $569,357,000 

Beach  erosion  control  projects . . 1  680,000 

Total,  title  I . . . 20  570,037,000 

Title  II:  Flood  control,  hurricane  and  multiple-purpose  projects... . . .  38  1,088,284,000 

Total,  titles  I  and  II . 58  1,658,321,00 

Title  III :  Basin  monetary  authorizations _ 13  469,000,000 

Grand  total,  projects  and  basins . . 71  2,127,321,000 


LIST  OF  PROJECTS  BY  STATES 


Estimated 

Project  Federal  cost 

Alabama _  None 

Alaska: 

Navigation: 

Kake  Harbor _  $1,  760,  000 

King  Cove  Harbor _  522,  000 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows _  3,  030,  000 


Total _  5,  312,  000 

Flood  control:  Tanana  River  at  Fairbanks _  111,  700,  000 


Total,  Alaska _  117,  012,  000 

Arizona _  None 


Arkansas : 

Navigation:  Red  River  Waterway.  (See  Louisiana.) 

Flood  control: 

Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  Drainage  District  No.  17,  St. 


Francis  River _  4,  638,  000 

Crooked  Creek  at  Harrison _  2,  840,  000 

Lake  Chicot _  15,  240,  000 

St.  Francis  River  Basin _  7,  760,  000 


Total _  30,  478,  000 


Total,  Arkansas _  30,  478,  000 


California: 

Navigation:  Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay _  2,  430,  000 


Total _  2,  430,  000 


Flood  control: 

Alhambra  Creek _  8,  000,  000 

Cucamonga  Creek _  26,  300,  000 

Feather  River,  vicinity  of  Chester _  940,  000 

Sweetwater  River _  4,  900,  000 


Total _  40,  140,  000 


Total,  California _  42,  570,  000 
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LIST  OP  PROJECTS  BY  STATES— Continued 

Estimated 

Project  Federal  cost 

Colorado:  Flood  control,  Bear  Creek,  South  Platte  River _  32,  314,  000 

Total,  Colorado _  32,  314,  000 


Connecticut: 

Flood  control: 

Norwalk  River _  2,  700,  000 

Park  River _  30,  300,  000 

Total,  Connecticut _  33,  000,  000 

Delaware:  Flood  control,  Delaware  coast _  5,  584,  000 

Total,  Delaware _  5,  5S4,  000 


District  of  Columbia _  None 

Florida: 

Navigation: 

Brevard  County  (beach  erosion) _  6S0,  000 

Fort  Pierce  (beach  erosion) _  (!) 

Total _  680,  000 

Flood  control: 

Dade  County _  11,  805,  000 

Hillsborough  Bay _  9,  909,  000 

Total _ „ _  21,714,000 

Total,  Florida _  22,  394,  000 


Georgia _  None 

Hawaii: 

Navigation:  Harbors  of  refuge _  1,  256,  000 

Total _ 1,  256,  000 

Flood  control:  Iao  Stream _  1,  660,  000 

Total _  1,  660,  000 

Total,  Hawaii _  2,  916,  000 

Idaho _  None 

Illinois: 

Navigation:  Cal-Sag  Bridges,  pt.  II.  ( See  Indiana.) 

Flood  control: 

Mississippi  River — Cassville,  Wis.,  to  Mile  300 _  21,  300,  000 

Wabash  River  (See  Indiana.) 

Total _  21,  300,  000 


Indiana: 

Navigation:  Cal-Sag  Bridges,  pt.  II _  33,  265,  000 

Total _ 33,  265,  000 

Flood  control:  Wabash  River _  115,  740,  000 

Total _ 115,  740,  000 

Total,  Indiana _  149,  005,  000 


8 


LIST  OF  PROJECTS  BY  STATES— Continued 

Project 

Iowa :  Estimated 

Flood  control :  Federal  cost 

Big  Sioux,  vicinity  of  Sioux  City _  2,  750,  000 

Mississippi  River — Cassville,  Wis.,  to  Mile  300  (See 
Illinois.) 

Nishnabotna  River  at  Exira _  2,  040,  000 


Total,  Iowa _  4,  790,  000 


Kansas _  N  one 

Kentucky:  Flood  control: 

Devils  Jump  Dam  and  Reservoir _  151,  000,  000 

Southwest  Jefferson  County,  Louisville _  19,  800,  000 


Total,  Kentucky _  170,  800,  000 


Louisiana: 

Navigation: 

Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf,  and  Black.  _  8,  645,  000 

Red  River  Waterway _  471,  223,  000 


Total,  Louisiana _  479,  868,  000 


Maine _  None 

Maryland _  None 

Massachusetts : 

Navigation: 

Fall  River  Harbor _  8,  762,  000 

Ipswich  River _  616,  000 


Total,  Massachusetts _  9,  378,  000 


Navigation: 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel _  31,  300,  000 

Forestville  Harbor _  538,  000 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor _  466,  000 


Total,  Michigan _  32,  304,  000 


Minnesota:  Flood  control,  South  Branch,  Wild  Rice  River,  and 

Felton  Ditch _  1,  230,  000 


Total,  Minnesota _  1,  230,  000 


Mississippi: 

Flood  control: 

Pascagoula  RJver-Tallahala  Creek _  16,  360,  000 

Yazoo  River _  52,  147,  000 


Total,  Mississippi _  68,  507,  000 


Missouri: 

Flood  control: 

Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  Drainage  District  No.  17,  St. 

Francis  River.  (See  Arkansas.) 

Little  Blue  River  vicinity  of  Kansas  City _  38,  492,  000 


Total,  Missouri _  38,  492,  000 


Montana _  None 

Nebraska:  Flood  control:  Papillion  Creek  and  tributaries _  26,  800,  000 


Total,  Nebraska _  26,  800,  000 
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LIST  OF  PROJECTS  BY  STA1TES— Continued 

Estimated 

Project  Federal  cost 

Nevada _  None 

New  Hampshire:  Flood  control:  Beaver  Dam,  Connecticut  River.  1,  185,  000 


Total,  New  Hampshire _  1,  185,  000 


New  Jersey _  None 

New  Mexico _  None 

New  York: 

Navigation: 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor _  1,  315,  000 

Hempstead  Harbor _  703,  000 

Port  Jefferson  Harbor _  2,  455,  000 

Wilson  Harbor _  198,  000 


Total,  New  York _  4,  671,  000 


North  Carolina: 

Flood  control:  Cape  Fear  River: 

Randleman  Reservoir _  19,  463,  000 

Howards  Mill  Reservoir _  12,  460,  000 


Total,  North  Carolina _  31,  923,  000 


North  Dakota:  Flood  control,  Missouri  River  bank  stabilization. _  4,  040,  000 


Total,  North  Dakota _  4,  040,  000 


Ohio: 

Flood  control: 

Licking  River _  32,  953,  000 

Wabash  River.  {See  Indiana.) 

Total,  Ohio _  32,  953,  000 


Oklahoma:  Navigation,  Red  River  Waterway.  {See  Louisiana.) 

Oregon _  None 

Penns3d  vania _  None 

Rhode  Island: 

Navigation: 

Bristol  Harbor _  873,  000 

Fall  River  Harbor.  (See  Massachusetts.) 

Total,  Rhode  Island _  873,  000 


South  Carolina:  Navigation:  Cooper  River-Charleston  Harbor _  (Language) 


South  Dakota:  Flood  control:  Big  Sioux  River.  {See  Iowa.) 

Tennessee _  None 

Texas: 

Navigation: 

Red  River  Waterwajn  {See  Louisiana.) 

Flood  control: 

Aquilla  Creek  Watershed _  23,  612,  000 

Clear  Creek _  12,  600,  000 

Navasota  River _  119,  707,  000 

Pecan  Bayou _  24,  861,  060 

Texas  City  and  vicinity _  10,  990,  000 


Total,  Texas _  191,  770,  000 


Utah:  Flood  control,  Little  Dell  Reservoir -  22,  664,  000 


Total,  Utah _  22,  664,  000 
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LIST  OF  PROJECTS  BY  STATES— Continued 
_  .  .  Estimated 

Project  Federal  cost 

Vermont _  None 

Virginia:  Flood  control,  Rappahannock  River  (Salem  Church 

Reservoir) -  79,  500,  000 


Total,  Virginia -  79,  500,  000 


Washington _ None 

West  Virginia _  None 

Wisconsin _  None 

Wyoming - ”Z’""  None 

1 N  o  cost. 


ANALYSIS  OF  TITLE  I 

Section  101 

NAVIGATION 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  navigation 
and  beach  erosion  control  works  in  title  I.  The  initial  table  lists  the 
projects,  project  document  numbers,  and  estimated  Federal  costs. 
Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project. 

NAVIGATION  PROJECTS 


Project 


Document  No. 


Federal 
cost  of 
new  work 


Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf  and  Black,  La . .  H.  155,  90th. 

Bristol  Harbor,  R.l . . .  H.  174,  90th. 

Cal-Sag  Bridges,  Indiana  1  _  H.  45,  85th _ 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  N.Y .  H.  97,  90th. 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands _ _ _  H. — ,  90th  . 

Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  S.C _ S. — ,  90th.. 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel  Mich _ _ _  H.  338,  90th 

Fall  River  Harbor,  Mass  and  R.I.. _ _ _ _ _ _  H.  175,  90th. 

Forestville  Harbor,  Mich . - .  H.  183,  90th. 

Hempstead  Harbor,  N.Y . . .  H.  101,  90th. 

Humboldt  Bay  and  Harbor,  Calif _  H.  330,  90th 

Ipswich  River,  Mass . . . . . .  H.  265,  90th 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska . .  S.  70,  90th.. 

King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska. . . . . . . S.  13,  90th. . 

Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  N.Y . . . . . . .  H.  277,  90th 

Red  River  Waterway,  La.,  Tex.,  Ark.,  and  Okla . .  H.  304,  90th. 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska . . . . . . S. — ,  90th  . 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Mich. _ _ _ _  H.  189,  90th 

Wilson  Harbor,  N.Y . . . . . .  H.  112,  90th 


$8, 645,  000 
873, 000 
33,265, 000 
1,315,000 
1,256,000 
(Language) 
31.300,000 
8,  762,  000 
538, 000 
703, 000 
2,  430,  000 
616, 000 
1,760,  000 
522, 000 
2,  455,  000 
471,  223,  000 
3, 030,  000 
466,  000 
198, 000 


Total  navigation  (19  projects) 


569, 357, 000 


1  See  sec.  107. 


BEACH  EROSION  PROJECTS 


Brevard  County,  Fla - - -  H. —  90th 

Total  beach  erosion  (1  project) . . . 

Grand  total  (20  projects). . . . . . . . . . 


$680, 000 
680, 000 
570, 037,  000 
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Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf,  and  Black,  La. 

(H.  Doc.  155,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  lower  Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf, 
and  Black  are  located  in  the  coastal  area  of  south  central  Louisiana  in 
the  vicinity  of  Morgan  City  about  60  to  70  miles  west  of  New  Orleans. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  June  16  and  23,  1964,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for  a 
channel  20  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  Atchafalaya  Bay  to  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  crosses  the 
Atchafalaya  River  just  south  of  Morgan  City;  its  existing  dimensions 
are  12  by  125  feet.  Other  nearby  projects  are:  Houma  navigation 
■channel,  maintenance  of  channel  i5  by  150  feet;  Intracoastal  Water¬ 
way,  Mississippi  River  to  Bayou  Teche,  La.,  channel  5  by  40  feet  in 
Bayou  Black.  Also  levees  of  the  Atchafalaya  River  Floodway  are  in 
the  area. 

Navigation  problems. — Inadequate  depths  and  widths  cause  substan¬ 
tial  increases  in  operating  costs  due  to  reduced  speed  and  occasional 
groundings  of  tenders,  barges,  and  tugs  used  in  offshore  drilling.  Also 
existing  channels  are  inadequate  for  the  movement  of  large  offshore 
drilling  equipment  constructed  or  repaired  at  the  existing  shipyards 
and  to  allow  this  large  equipment  to  be  brought  inland  during  hurri¬ 
canes. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  channel  20 
feet  deep  over  a  bottom  width  of  400  feet  from  the  vicinity  of  the 
,U.S.  Highway  No.  90  crossing  over  Bayou  Boeuf  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
via  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Bayou  Chene,  the  Avoca  Island- 
Cutoff  Bayou  drainage  channel,  the  Lower  Atchafalaya  River,  and  the 
existing  project  across  Atchafalaya  Bay  to  the  20-foot  depth  contour 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  a  20-  by  400-foot  channel  in  Bayou  Black 
.and  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  major  shipyard  on 
Bayou  Black  at  U.S.  Highway  No.  90  to  Bayou  Chene. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1966). — 

Federal _  1  $8,  645,  000 

Noil-Federal _  881,  000 

Total _  1  9,  526,  000 

>  Excludes  $25,000  for  aids  to  navigation; 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


(Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization-. 
Maintenance  and  operation 


$345, 000  $35,  000  $380, 000 

911,000  _ _  911,000 


Total 


1,256, 000 


35,000  1,291,000 


.Annual  benefits: 

Saving  to  drilling  rigs. . - . — . -  888, 000 

Saving  in  time  to  auxiliary  vessels . . . . . . .  600, 000 

Reduced  flood  damages,. . . — - -  42,000 


Total. . - . - .  1,530,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project  and  for  aids  to  navigation;  accomplish  all  modifications  to 
roads,  bridges,  pipelines,  cables,  and  any  other  utilities  and  improve¬ 
ments  necessary  for  the  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing  and  able  to  comply 
with  the  required  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instruc¬ 
tions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as 
unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  lower  Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene, 
Boeuf,  and  Black  require  increased  depths  and  widths  to  serve  the 
present  and  prospective  movement  of  oilfield  service  vessels  and  large 
offshore  oilfield  drilling  equipment.  The  committee  notes  that  the 
proposed  plan  of  improvement  will  facilitate  more  efficient  and  safer 
use  of  the  channels  with  resultant  savings  well  in  excess  of  the  costs. 


Brevard  County,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc. - ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Approximately  in  the  center  of  Florida’s  Atlantic  coast, 
south  of  Cape  Kennedy. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  and  House  Public 
Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted  September  3,  1963  and  April  14, 
1964,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — An  authorized  sand-transfer  plant  planned  for 
Canaveral  Harbor,  expected  to  bypass  littoral  drift  now  trapped  at 
that  harbor,  is  compatible  with  the  recommended  project. 

Erosion  problem. — Considerable  progressive  erosion  damage  and 
lowering  of  the  beach  profile  threatens  upland  improvements  and 
reduces  recreational  beach  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— Artificial  placement  of  beach 
fill  along  2.8  miles  of  city  of  Cape  Canaveral  coast,  and  along  2.0  miles 
of  Indialantic  and  Melbourne  Beach,  to  provide  50-foot  berm  at  10 
feet  elevation,  mean  low  water,  seaward  of  existing  seawall  or  dune 
face  and  either  separable  plan  may  be  constructed  independently 
of  the  other. 
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Estimated  cost  (Jail  1966  price  level). — 

Federal _  $680,  000 

Non-Federal _  683,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


1,  363,  000 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .  $27,700  $27,800 

Maintenance  and  operation... _ _ _ _ _ _  30,500  30,500 


Total. .  58,200  58,300 


Annual  benefits: 

Beach  recreation _ 

Land  loss  prevention 
Damage  prevention.. 
Land  enhancement.. 


$55,  500 
61,000 


116.500 


355, 000 
17, 200 
3,  700 
34,600 


Total 


410,  500, 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 


City  of  Cape  Canaveral _ 5.  9 

Indialantic  and  Melborne  Beach _  2.  5 

Total _ 3.  5 


Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  costs, 
sums  presently  extirpated  at  $424,500  at  the  city  of  Cape  Canaveral, 
and  $255,500  at  Indialantic  and  Melborne  Beach,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of 
pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs 
to  be  made  after  actual  ownership  of  beaches  and  actual  costs  have 
been  determined;  contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  beach  nourishment 
costs  at  Indialantic  and  Melbourne  Beach  for  the  first  10  years  of 
project  life,  presently  estimated  at  $30,500  annually,  such  contribu¬ 
tions  to  be  made  prior  to  each  nourishment  operation;  provide  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way  including 
borrow  areas,  and  relocations  required  for  construction  and  subsequent 
norisliment  of  the  project,  now  entimated  at  $3,000;  provide,  after 
the  first  10  years  of  project  life,  periodic  nourishment  of  the  restored 
beach  at  Indialantic  and  Melbourne  Beach  during  the  project  life, 
as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose;  maintain  continued 
public  ownership  and  use  of  the  shore  upon  which  the  amount  of 
Federal  participation  is  based,  and  its  administration  for  public  use 
during  the  project  life;  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  and  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from  the  initial  construction 
and  periodic  nourishment.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness 
to  provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

95-900—68 - 2 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget—  No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  improvement  will  alleviate  the  loss  of  valuable 
beaches  and  will  provide  recreational  opportunities  needed  in  this  area. 


Bristol  Harbor,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  174,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bristol  Harbor  is  located  on  the  east  side  of  Narragansett 
Bay,  about  13  miles  southeast  of  Providence,  R.I. 

Authority. — A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  July  29,  1955. 

Existing  'project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  the  harbor. 

Navigation  problem. — The  use  of  Bristol  Harbor  is  hampered  by 
southerly  storms.  Small  boat  navigation  is  hazardous  during  such 
storm  periods  and  waterfront  facilities  and  moored  vessels  often  are 
damaged  by  storm  waves. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  con¬ 
sists  of  a  1,600-foot  long  detached  breakwater  located  strategically 
in  the  harbor  mouth  to  block  southerly  storm  waves.  The  structure 
would  be  of  stone  and  would  extend  about  10  feet  above  mean  low- 
water  level. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1966). — - 

Federal _  $873,  000 

Non-Federal _  491,  000 

Total _  1,  364,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . . . .  $35,700  $19,  500  $55,200 

Maintenance _ _ _ _ _  6,600  None  6,600 


Total . . .  42,300  19,500  61,800 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating. . . . . .  65,400 

Commercial  navigation . . . .... . .  24,750 

Waterfront  protection . . . . . . . . .  1, 500 

Total . . . . . . .  91,650 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — -1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  36  percent  of  construction 
cost,  presently  estimated  at  $491,000;  provide  all  lands,  easements 
and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  maintenance;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage  that  may  result  from 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  maintain  existing  public 
landings;  and  establish  regulations  prohibiting  waste  discharge  and 
pollution  within  the  harbor  by  users  thereof.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 
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Comments  oj  the  Slate  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — This  improvement  is  needed  as  small  boat  navigation  is 
hampered  during  storm  periods,  and  waterfront  facilities  and  moored 
vessels  often  are  damaged  during  such  storm  periods. 


Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  97,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Cattaraugus  Creek  flows  into  Lake  Erie  about  24  miles 
southwesterly  of  Buffalo  Harbor,  N.Y. 

Authority. — Section  6  of  the  1945  River  and  Harbor  Act;  section  7 
of  the  1946  River  and  Harbor  Act;  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  approved  January  6,  1950. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  or 
navigation  projects  in  the  Cattaraugus  Creek  Basin. 

Flood  and  navigation  problem. — Floods  occur  almost  every  year  near 
the  mouth  of  the  creek  from  spring  runoff  and  ice  jams  which  restrict 
streamflows.  A  shifting  sand  and  gravel  bar  across  the  creek  entrance 
interferes  with  navigation,  at  times  blocking  it  to  all  types  of 
navigation. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Breakwaters  in  Lake  Erie  at 
the  mouth  of  the  creek,  the  final  arrangements  to  be  determined  by 
further  studies;  entrance  channel  100  feet  wide  and  8  feet  deep  from 
the  lake  to  a  maneuvering  area;  irregular  shaped  maneuvering  area 
300  feet  by  600  feet,  6  feet  deep  and  a  channel  100  feet  wide,  from  the 
maneuvering  area  upstream  about  1,900  feet;  a  riprapped  friction 
section  extending  about  750  feet  upstream  from  the  navigation  chan¬ 
nel  through  the  New  York  Central  Railroad  bridge;  levees  on  the  left 
bank  with  total  length  of  about  770  feet;  and  recreational  facilities 
at  the  creek  mouth  for  breakwater  fishing. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  September  196  j). — 

Federal _ 1  $1,  315,  000 

Non-Federal _  525,  000 

Total _  1,  840,  000 

1  Includes  reimbursement  of  H  the  separable  costs  of  recreational  features,  currently  estimated  at  $30,000 
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Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $54,800  $23,400  $78,200 

Maintenance  and  operation .  •  20, 500  18,500  39,000 


Total. . . .  75,300  41,900  117,200 


Annual  benefits: 

Navigation . . 81,800 

Flood  damages  prevented .  50,200 

Enhancement... . 1,700 

Recreational  fishing . . .  16, 500 


Total .  150,200 


i  Includes  $1,000  for  maintenance-of-navigation  aids. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  that  portion 
of  the  first  cost  of  Federal  construction  allocated  to  navigation,  such 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $525,000  to  be  paid  either  in  a 
lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  over 
the  construction  period;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  any 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or 
the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  establish  a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body 
empowered  to  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  pertaining  to  flood 
control  and  to  regulate  the  use  and  development  of  the  harbor  and 
related  facilities,  with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will  be 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  depths  in  the  service  channels  to  principal  docks 
and  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  those  provided  in  the  Federal 
project,  and  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  parking  and  service 
areas,  including  a  launching  ramp,  sanitary  facilities,  and  an  adequate 
public  landing  or  wharf,  with  provision  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel, 
lubricants,  and  potable  water,  available  to  all  on  equal  terms;  con¬ 
tribute  in  cash  41  percent  of  the  annual  Federal  maintenance  costs, 
excluding  aids  to  navigation,  such  contribution  representing  the  costs 
allocated  to  flood  control  for  channels  and  breakwaters,  an  amount 
presently  estimated  at  $13,500  annually;  maintain  and  operate  the 
flood  control  portion  of  the  project  above  the  navigation  channel  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 
prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  to  prevent  encroachment  or  obstruc¬ 
tion  on  channels  and  rights-of-way  necessary  to  proper  functioning  of 
the  project  for  flood  control;  establish  regulations  prohibiting  discharge 
of  untreated  sewage,  garbage,  and  other  pollutants  in  the  waters  of 
the  harbor  by  users  thereof,  which  regulations  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  applicable  laws  or  regulations  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  au¬ 
thorities  responsible  for  pollution  prevention  and  control;  and  with 
respect  to  the  recreational  facilities,  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay 
(which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  cost 
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of  modifications  necessary  to  provide  for  recreational  fishing  on  the 
breakwater,  and  one-half  of  the  cost  of  associated  access  facilities, 
parking  areas,  and  sanitary  facilities,  the  amount  involved  being 
currently  estimated  at  $30,000,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after 
actual  costs  have  been  determined;  and  bear  all  costs  of  maintenance, 
operation,  and  replacement  of  the  modifications  and  associated  facili¬ 
ties,  the  amount  involved  being  currently  estimated  at  $3,000  on  an 
average  annual  basis.  The  improvement  for  navigation  and  flood  con¬ 
trol  may  be  undertaken  independently  of  providing  public  recreational 
facilities  for  breakwater  fishing  whenever  the  required  local  coopera¬ 
tion  for  navigation  and  flood  control  has  been  furnished.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  to  provide  the  items  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Appalachian  Regional  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6, 1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  i965  would 
apply.  He  states:  "In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthor¬ 
ized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation 
transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  multiple  types  of  benefits  that  would  accrue  to  this 
project  appear  to  fully  justify  its  cost  and  the  committee  urges  early 
construction. 


Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands  (Harbors  for  Light-draft 

Vessels) 

(H.  Doc. - ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbors  are  located  at  communities  on  the  Islands  of 
Kauai,  Oahu,  and  Maui. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Acts  of  March  2,  1945,  and  May  17, 
1950. 

Existing  projects.— There  are  no  Federal  navigation  improvements 
at  the  recommended  project  sites.  Federal  navigation  improvements 
have  been  constructed  specifically  for  light-draft  vessels  at  Manele 
Harbor  on  Lanai  and  Haleiwa  Harbor,  Oahu.  In  addition  to  Manele 
and  Haleiwa  Harbors,  there  are  21  light-draft  vessel  harbors  along 
the  coasts  of  Hawaii  operated  by  the  State  and  private  interests. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  need  for  additional  protected  harbors 
at  various  localities  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands  for  existing  and  future 
recreational  and  commercial  fjshing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  improvement  of 
existing  State  operated  liglit-draft  vessel  harbors  at  Kikiaola,  Kauai; 
Ala  Wai,  Oahu;  and  Maalaea,  Maui. 
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Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  base). — 


Location 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Kikiaola,  Kauai . . _ . . .  $236,000  $257,000  $493,000 

Ala  Wai,  Oahu _ _ _ _ _ _ _  555,000  535,000  1,090.000 

Maalaea,  Maui. . . . . .  465,000  249,000  714,000 


Total. . . .  1,256,000  1,041,000  2,297,000 


Project  economics  and  benefit-cost  ratio. — 


Location 


Annual  charges  Annual  Benefit-cost 
benefits  ratio 


Kikiaola,  Kauai . . . . . .  $24,800  $45,300  1.8 

Ala  Wai,  Oahu _ _ _ _ _  48,000  267,600  5.6 

Maalaea,  Maui . . . . . . .  34,400  80,700  2.3 


Total... . . . . . . . . .  107,200  393,600  3.7 


Local  cooperation.- — Contribute  in  cash  a  part  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment 
after  actual  costs  have  been  determined,  as  follows: 


Location 


Construction 

cost* 


Local  cash  contribution 


Percent  Present 

estimate 


Kikiaola,  Kaui . $463,000  49.9  $227,000 

Ala  Wai,  Oahu . 1,090,000  50.0  535,000 

Maalaea,  Maui . 714,000  35.5  249,000 


Total . . .  2,267,000  44.6  1,011,000 


*  Excludes  non-Federal  costs  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations. 

Provide  all  necessary  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way;  provide 
and  maintain  all  necessary  berthing  facilities  including  adequate 
depths  in  the  berthing  areas;  maintain  an  adequate  depth  in  the  Ala 
Wai  Harbor  entrance  channel;  provide  and  maintain  all  necessary 
terminal  facilities;  accomplish  any  necessary  utility  or  other  reloca¬ 
tions  or  alterations;  and  establish  regulations  prohibiting  pollution  of 
harbors  by  users  thereof.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  improve¬ 
ment  is  well  justified  and  would  aid  significantly  in  fidfilling  present 
and  future  light-draft  vessel  requirements  in  Hawaii. 
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Cooper  River,  S.C.  (Shoaling  in  Charleston  Harbor) 

(S.  Doc. - ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Charleston  Harbor  and  vicinity  on  the  Atlantic  coast  of 
South  Carolina. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
June  6,  1960. 

Existing  'project. — Channel  35  feet  deep  from  Atlantic  Ocean  to  the 
Naval  Weapons  Annex  (mile  19.8)  with  varying  widths;  a  channel 
35  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  through  Town  Creek;  a  connecting 
channel  in  Shem  Creek  10  feet  deep;  and  a  channel  10  feet  deep  from 
Shem  Creek  to  the  Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway.  The  project  in¬ 
cludes  two  entrance  jetties.  The  project  provides  authority  for  addi¬ 
tional  channel  and  anchorage  works  if  found  necessary  in  the  interest 
of  national  defense,  which  have  not  been  constructed. 

Navigation  problem,.— A.  serious  silting  and  shoaling  problem  has  de¬ 
veloped  through  diversion  of  silt-laden  fresh  water  of  the  Santee  River 
into  the  salt  water  of  the  harbor  as  a  result  of  construction  in  1942  by 
the  South  Carolina  Public  Service  Authority,  of  Pinopolis  Dam,  power- 
plant  and  related  facilities,  under  Federal  Power  Commission  license. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  project  provides  for  re¬ 
diversion  of  most  of  the  Santee  River  waters  from  above  Pinopolis 
Dam  into  the  Santee  River  through  a  canal  about  14  miles  long.  A 
hydroelectric  plant  of  84,000  IvW  capacity  would  generate  power  using 
the  rediverted  flow  in  the  canal  and  compensate  for  the  limitation 
in  flow  and  loss  of  power  at  the  existing  Pinopolis  powerplant.  The 
plan  also  provides  for  related  fish  and  wildlife  features,  including  a 
herring  lift,  replacement  of  a  fish  hatchery,  and  a  gated  control 
structure.  The  project  also  provides  that  during  the  period  prior  to 
construction,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  be  authorized  to  negotiate  with  the  South  Carolina 
Public  Service  Authority  with  a  view  to  limitation  of  releases  from 
Pinopolis  Dam  to  Cooper  River  and  reimbursement  to  the  Authority 
for  the  costs  involved  provided  that  such  reimbursement  shall  not 
exceed  estimated  average  Federal  cost  of  maintenance  of  Charleston 
Harbor. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1955  price  level). — 

Federal _ 1  $35,  381,  000 

N on-Federal _  _ 

Total _  35,  381,  000 

•Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  one-half  the  separable  cost  allocated  to  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
under  the  Recreation  Act,  currently  estimated  at  $240,000;  however,  these  costs  will  be  Federal  if  it  is  estab¬ 
lished  that  the  construction  is  to  serve  a  Federal  fish  and  wildlife  program  (for  example  National  Wildlife 
Refuge). 
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Project  economics.— 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .  $1,496,000  (>)  $1,496,000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement . .  191,000  (')  191,000 


Total . . . . .  1,687,000  (■)  1,687,000 

Estimated  net  power  betterment,  deduct . . . . . *  2  —417, 000 


Adjusted  annual  charges . . . . . . .  1, 270, 000 


Annual  benefits: 

Harbors: 

Reduced  dredging.. . . . . . . .  2,500,000 

Commercial  navigation  savings. . . .  100,000 

Navy,  savings . . . . . . . .  50,000 

Fish  and  wildlife . . . . . . .  100,000 


Total 


2, 750, 000 


>  Federal  first  costs  which  are  reimbursable  under  provisions  of  Recreation  Act.  No  breakdown  available  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  fish  and  wildlife  features. 

2  Reimbursable  to  Federal  Government. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  pay  all  better¬ 
ments  from  increase  in  electric  generating  capacity  provided,  esti¬ 
mated  at  $417,000  annually.  South  Carolina  Public  Service  Authority 
agrees  to  cooperate  if  they  are  not  adversely  affected.  Also,  local 
interests  may  have  to  participate  in  the  cost  of  a  gated  structure  on 
the  South  Santee  River  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  in  accordance 
with  Public  Law  89-72,  unless  it  is  determined  that  the  structure 
would  serve  primarily  a  Federal  fish  and  wildlife  program.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommends  against  authorization  of  the  proposed  project  at  this 
time,  on  the  basis  that  the  need  therefor  could  be  obviated  by  possible 
restrictions  which  might  be  imposed  in  relicensing  of  the  Pinopolis 
powerplant  in  1976.  However,  the  Bureau  does  not  object  to  an 
“early  implementation”  agreement  until  April  1,  1976,  under  which  the 
Corps  would  purchase  power  for  the  Authority  in  return  for  restricted 
flows  through  Pinopolis,  provided  that  the  power  cost  would  not 
exceed  the  benefits  of  reduced  dredging. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  high  cost  of  maintenance 
dredging  in  Charleston  Harbor  and  feels  that  action  must  be  taken 
to  reduce  such  costs.  However,  the  committee  is  not  convinced  that 
the  diversion  plan  proposed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  would  be  the 
most  advantageous  to  the  Federal  Government  and  therefore  has  not 
recommended  authorization  of  this  feature  at  this  time.  The  com¬ 
mittee  desires  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  explore  the  problem  at  greater  length  with  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  determine  if  some  equitable  arrangement  can  be  worked 
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out  to  solve  this  problem.  The  Secretary  of  the  Arn^  should  notify 
the  committee  at  the  earliest  practicable  date  as  to  any  further 
mutually  acceptable  plan  for  relief  of  maintenance  dredging  in 
Charleston  Harbor  in  order  that  action  may  be  taken  by  the  Congress . 
The  proposal  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  providing  for  negotiations  with 
the  South  Carolina  Public  Service  Authority  to  limit  flows  through 
Pinopolis  Dam  as  an  interim  measure,  which  is  concurred  in  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  appears  to  have  merit  and  language  authorizing 
this  procedure  has  been  included  in  the  bill. 


Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Michigan 
(H.  Doc.  338,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Trenton  Channel,  on  the  westerly  side  of  the  lower 
Detroit  River,  serves  the  Detroit,  Mich.,  area. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
July  29,  1955.  _ 

Existing  project. — The  Trenton  Channel  has  been  improved  from 
its  upper  end  at  Wyandotte  to  the  upper  Grosse  lie  Bridge,  a  distance 
of  about  6  miles,  to  a  depth  of  27  feet  and  width  of  300  feet,  thence 
for  the  next  5,100  feet,  to  a  depth  of  28  feet  and  width  of  300  feet 
including  a  turning  basin  of  similar  depth;  thence  to  a  depth  of  21 
feet  and  a  width  of  250  feet  to  a  point  about  2,300  feet  downstream 
from  the  lower  Grosse  lie  Bridge,  including  a  turning  basin  of  similar 
depth  at  the  downstream  end. 

Navigation  problem.— There  is  a  need  for  extension  of  the  deep¬ 
water  channel  from  the  end  of  the  present  2S-foot-depth  channel  to 
deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  in  order  to  provide  fully  loaded  Great  Lakes 
vessels  with  an  alternative  route  between  the  Detroit  area  and  Lake 

Erie. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — Provides  for  an  enlarged  chan¬ 
nel  28  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  in  the  lower  Trenton  Channel 
reach,  a  length  of  about  13,300  feet;  a  new  channel  28  feet  deep  and 
300  feet  wide  between  the  lower  Trenton  Channel  reach  and  Gibral¬ 
tar,  a  length  of  about  7,200  feet;  a  new  turning  basin  28  feet  deep, 
about  1,500  feet  long  and  830  feet  wide  at  Gibraltar;  and  necessary 
compensating  dikes  to  maintain  Great  Lakes  water  levels  at  pre¬ 
project  elevations. 

Estimated  cost  (1967). — 

Federal _  $31,  300,  000 

Non-Federal _  240,  000 


Total _  31,  540,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

. .  $1,341,000 

22,000  . 

$9, 800 

$1,359, 800 
22, 000 

Total.  . . . . . 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings.. . . . 

. .  1,363,000 

9, 800 

1,372. 800 

1  2,623,000 

1  This  project  will  produce  rock  spoil  which  will  be  of  considerable  benefit  in  the  construction  of  dikes  for  the  dredge 
spiol  containment  areas  that  are  expected  to  be  required  as  a  result  of  the  current  Great  Lakes  pilot  study  for  the  reduction 
of  pollution.  This  benefit  has  not  been  evaluated  and  added  to  the  savings  claimed. 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement; 
when  and  where  needed,  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing 
areas  and  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with 
the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  accomplish  altera¬ 
tions  to  the  lower  Grosse  lie  Bridge  and  to  submarine  utility  crossings 
as  required  by  the  improvement;  construct  a  fully  integrated  steel 
plant  at  Gibraltar;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  excavated  ma¬ 
terials  and  for  compensating  dikes;  and  establish  regulations  pro¬ 
hibiting  discharge  of  pollutants  in  the  waters  of  the  channel  by  users 
thereof,  which  regulations  shall  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws 
or  regulations  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  authorities  responsible  for 
pollution  prevention  and  control.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide 
these  items. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  The  Bureau 
recommends  that  annual  cost  sharing  be  undertaken  by  local  interests 
until  multiple  use  of  the  channel  actually  occurs. 

Remarks . — This  improvement  is  very  well  justified  and  will  help 
develop  the  industrial  potential  of  the  Detroit  area.  In  addition,  the 
committee  notes  that  the  project  will  produce  rock  spoil  which  will  be 
of  considerable  benefit  in  the  construction  of  dikes  for  the  dredge 
spoil  containment  areas  that  are  expected  to  be  required  as  a  result 
of  the  current  Great  Lakes  pilot  study  for  the  reduction  of  pollution. 
This  benefit  has  not  been  evaluated  and  is  in  addition  to  the  trans¬ 
portation  savings  cited  in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 


Fall  Fiver  Harbor,  Mass,  and  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  175,  90th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  harbor  area  lies  in  southeastern  Massachusetts 
and  eastern  Rhode  Island,  about  50  miles  from  Boston  and  22  miles 
upstream  from  the  entrance  to  Narragansett  Bay. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  main  channel  is  35  feet  deep  and  generally 
400  feet  wide.  It  extends  for  about  10.5  miles  through  Mount  Hope 
Bay  into  Taunton  River  in  Massachusetts  Avith  a  shorter  doAAm- 
stream  branch  channel  leading  from  Mount  Hope  Bay  to  the  Rhode 
Island  shoreline  at  Tiverton.  A  35-foot  deep  turning  basin  is  also 
pro\Tided  at  the  upper  end  of  the  Taunton  River  channel. 
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Navigation  'problem.- — The  major  problems  confronting  navigation 
are  due  to  inadequate  depths  which  will  not  accommodate  the  larger, 
more  efficient  tankers  and  colliers  now  in  widespread  use  in  other 
harbors  and  the  presence  of  two  restrictive  bridges  across  Taunton 
River  which  make  navigation  hazardous  even  for  present  vessel 
traffic. 

Recommended  project. — The  project  recommended  calls  for  deepen¬ 
ing  the  existing  channels  and  turning  basin  from  35  to  40  feet  and 
modification  of  one  restrictive  bridge.  Channel  width  and  alinement 
would  remain  essentially  the  same.  The  other  bridge  will  be  removed 
by  local  interests. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level). — 

Federal _  $8,  762,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  347,  000 

Total _  10,  109,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $348,700  $53,700  $402,400 

Maintenance . . .  23,800  6,000  29,800 


TotaL . 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings 


372,500 


59, 700  432, 200 

1,522,500  . . 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  depths  in 
approach  channels  and  berthing  areas;  accomplish  utility  and  other 
relocations  or  alterations  as  necessary;  demolish  and  remove  the  Slades 
Ferry  Bridge;  assume  a  portion  of  the  costs  for  altering  the  Bright- 
man  Street  Bridge  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  section  6  of 
the  Bridge  Alteration  Act  of  1940,  as  amended.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress.  However, 
it  states  that  vessels  using  the  northern  arm  of  the  Tiverton  Channel, 
about  lx/i  miles  long,  serve  only  the  Gulf  Oil  Corp.  It  believes  that  a 
question  exists  as  to  whether  this  segment  of  the  project  benefits  more 
than  a  single  user.  The  Bureau  states  that  if  the  project  is  authorized, 
it  expects  further  consideration  be  given  this  matter  prior  to  any 
request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction.  If  this  segment  is  authorized 
for  construction,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  prior  to  expenditure  of 
Federal  construction  funds,  local  interests  agree  to  pay  50  percent  of 
construction  costs  of  the  northern  arm  of  the  Tiverton  Channel  and 
that  if  cost  sharing  is  not  provided,  construction  of  that  segment  of 
the  Tiverton  Channel  shall  not  commence  until  such  time  as  there  are 
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additional  users  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  determines  that  there 
will  be  additional  users  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — Inadequate  depths  will  not  accommodate  the  larger, 
more  efficient  tankers  and  colliers  now  in  widespread  use.  Also,  the 
presence  of  restrictive  bridges  across  Taunton  River  make  navigation 
hazardous.  This  improvement  will  alleviate  those  problems. 


Forestville  Harbor,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  183,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  project  will  be  at  Forestville,  on  the  southwest 
shore  of  Lake  Huron  in  eastern  Michigan,  generally  midway  between 
Harbor  Beach  and  Port  Sanilac  and  about  100  miles  north  of  Detroit. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1945. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  need  for  more  small-boat  harbors 
along  the  shore  of  Lake  Huron  to  meet  the  increasing  demand  of  the 
boating  public.  In  addition,  there  is  need  for  a  harbor-of-refuge  be¬ 
tween  Port  Sanilac  and  Harbor  Beach  to  provide  a  haven  for  small 
boats  caught  on  the  lake  during  sudden  storms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  project  consists  of  construct¬ 
ing  two  breakwaters  with  a  total  length  of  2,240  feet  and  dredging  a 
protected  harbor  area  within  to  a  depth  of  8  feet.  An  entrance  channel 
between  the  breakwaters  of  10-foot  depth  would  also  be  provided.. 
Facilities  to  accommodate  sport  fishing  from  the  main  breakwater 
would  also  be  provided. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1965  price  level). — 

Federal _  $538,  000 

Non-Federal _  538,  000 

Total _  1,076,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.- .  $21,509  $21,500  $43,000 

Maintenance . . .  6,800  1,000  7.300 


Total . . . . . .  28,300  22,500  50,800 


Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating . . . . .  53,200 

Breakwater  fishing . . . .  8,400 


Total . . . . . . . . .  61,600 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  construction 
costs  of  general  navigation  facilities,  excluding  navigation  aids,  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $498,000;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of- 
way  and  provide  or  pay  for  any  spoil  containment  works ;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project;  establish  a  public  body  to  regulate  the  use 
and  growth  of  the  harbor;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  berthing 
areas,  mooring  facilities  and  service  areas;  establish  regulations  pro¬ 
hibiting  pollution  of  the  harbor  by  the  users  thereof;  contribute  in 
cash  50  percent  of  the  facilities  provided  for  breakwater  fishing, 
presently  estimated  at  $40,000;  and  bear  all  costs  for  maintenance, 
operation  and  replacement  of  breakwater  fishing  facilities.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would  apply. 
He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions  referred 
to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized  unless 
it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  transmitted  by 
my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  the  need  for  this  project  to 
provide  a  harbor  of  refuge  for  the  boating  public  and  to  help  meet  the 
ever-increasing  demand  for  more  small-boat  harbors  along  the  Great 
Lakes. 


Hempstead  Harbor,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  101,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — This  harbor  is  located  in  the  towns  of  North  Hempstead 
and  Oyster  Bay  in  Nassau  County,  N.  Y.,  and  is  on  the  north  shore  of 
Long  Island  about  25  miles  northeast  of  the  Battery,  New  York  City. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  15,  1961. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  6  feet  deep  and  100  feet 
wide  from  the  entrance  for  a  distance  of  about  5,000  feet;  thence  80 
feet  wide  for  3,200  feet;  thence  50  to  70  feet  wide  to  the  head  of 
navigation,  a  distance  of  1,700  feet.  The  total  length  of  the  channel 
is  about  2  miles. 

Navigation  problem.— The  present  depths  restrict  full  loading  of 
vessels  in  all  reaches  of  the  channel.  A  tanker  requiring  a  depth  of  12 
feet  under  present  conditions  incurs  an  average  delay  of  1  hour. 
Groundings  of  vessels  also  occur  due  to  insufficient  depths. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  13  feet 
deep  at  mean  lower  water,  and  150  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  the 
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harbor  to  the  North  Hempstead  Turnpike  viaduct,  a  distance  of 
approximately  2.1  miles,  and  a  turning  basin  off  the  west  side  of  the 
channel  near  the  head  of  the  improvement  9  feet  deep  at  mean  low 
water,  190  feet  in  net  width  and  470  feet  in  maximum  length,  subject 
to  the  condition  that  no  dredging  of  the  channel  shall  be  done  within 
50  feet  of  any  established  pierhead  line,  wharf  or  other  structure. 
Estimated  cost  {'price  level  oj  July  1965). — 

Federal _ $703,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _  703,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation.. . . 

. .  $29,100  _ _ 

_ _  18,900  _ _ 

$29, 100 
18, 900 

Total _ _ _ 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings . . . . 

.  48,000  . . 

48,  000 
117,100 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  construction  and  maintenance  of 
aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels 
serving  the  terminals,  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the 
related  project  areas;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
such  utility  or  other  relocations  or  alterations  as  necessary  for  project 
purposes ;  and  establish  regulations  prohibiting  discharge  of  untreated 
sewage,  garbage,  and  other  pollutants  in  the  waters  of  the  harbor  by 
users  thereof,  which  regulations  shall  be  in  accordance  with  applicable 
laws  or  regulations  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  authorities  responsible 
for  pollution  prevention  and  control.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — This  improvement  would  provide  sufficient  depths  to 
permit  full  loading  of  vessels. 
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Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  330,  90th  Cong.) 

Location.— Humboldt  Bay  is  located  on  the  Pacific  coast  about  225 
nautical  miles  north  of  San  brancisco  and  about  156  nautical  miles 
south  of  Coos  Bay,  Oreg. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  March  30,  1955,  and  June  30,  1960. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  project  provides  for  two  rubble- 
mound  jetties  at  the  bay  entrance;  a  40-foot  deep  bar  and  entrance 
channel;  the  North  Bay  Channel,  30  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to 
mile  4.29;  Lureka  Channel,  30  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  from  mile 
4.29  to  mile  5  and  26  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to  mile  6.3;  Somoa 
Channel,  30  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide.  In  the  South  Bay,  the  Fields 
Landing  Channel,  26  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide,  extends  to  mile 
3.16  and  terminates  in  a  turning  basin  with  dimensions  600  feet  by 
800  feet  by  26  feet.  The  authorized  project  also  provides  for  a  channel 
18  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  to  Areata  wharf  in  the  north  bay.  This 
wharf  is  abandoned  and  the  channel  is  no  longer  used. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  project  depths  and  channel 
dimensions  do  not  meet  the  requirements  of  present  and  future  water 
borne  commerce.  Project  depths  are  hazardous  for  modern  deep-draft 
vessels  that  carry  lumber  as  general  cargo  in  the  intercoastal  and  for¬ 
eign  trades. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  the 
North  Bay  Channel  to  35  feet  with  widening  at  the  bends  at  channel 
miles  0.75  and  2.6;  deepening  the  Somoa  Channel  to  35  feet;  deepening 
the  outer  reach  of  the  Lureka  Channel  to  35  feet;  and  dredging  of  a 
1,200-foot  square  anchorage  area  in  the  North  Bay  to  a  depth  of  35 


feet. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1965). — 

Federal _ $2,  430,  000 

Non-Federal -  613,  000 

Total - - -  3,043,000 

Project  economics. — 

Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .  $100,000  $25,000  $125,000 

Maintenance  and  operation. .  >  14,000  . .  14,000 


Total . . . . . . — . . . .  114,000  25,000  139,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented.. . . . . . . . . . . .  10,000 

Savings  in  transportation  costs . . . . . . .  139, 000 


Total 


149, 000 


>  Includes  $1,000  for  maintenance  of  navigation  aids. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 . 1 . 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  and  maintain  adequate  wharf  and 
terminal  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  and  reasonable  terms;  provide 
and  maintain  depths  in  the  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels 
commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  chan- 
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nels;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  all  claims  for  damages  to  wharves,  piers, 
and  other  marine  and  submarine  structures  due  to  initial  dredging 
work  and  subsequent  maintenance  dredging;  and  accomplish  all 
alterations  as  may  be  required  to  sewer,  water  supply,  drainage, 
cableways,  and  other  utility  facilities.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  and  ability  to  provide  the  required  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget.—' The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  expect  a  reanalysis  of  the  benefits  and  costs  prior  to  any 
request  for  construction  funds.  Subject  to  consideration  of  this 
comment,  the  Bureau  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report 
to  Congress. 

Remarks. — Existing  navigation  facilities  are  inadequate  in  view  of 
the  increased  size  of  vessels,  and  present  and  future  waterborne 
commerce  requirements. 


Ipswich  River,  Mass. 

(H.  Doc.  265,  90th  Cong.) 

Location—  Ipswich  River  is  located  in  northeastern  Massachusetts 
about  40  miles  north  of  Boston  and  is  a  tributary  to  Plum  Island 
Sound. 

Authority. — A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  August  14,  1969. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  was  adopted  in  1886 
and  provides  for  a  channel  4,000  feet  long,  60  feet  wide,  and  4  feet 
deep  through  two  sand  bars  in  the  upper  portion  of  the  tidal  section 
of  the  river. 

Navigation  problems. — Shoaling  at  the  river  mouth  and  along  the 
lower  reach  of  channel  restricts  boating  use  and  forces  commercial 
vessels  to  await  favorable  tides.  In  addition,  there  is  a  lack  of  adequate 
anchorage  areas  along  the  channel  to  accommodate  the  increasing 
boating  demand. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement.— The  plan  of  improvement  con¬ 
sists  of  a  channel  about  2.5  miles  long,  60  feet  wide  and  6  feet  deep, 
extending  from  Plum  Island  Sound  to  the  vicinity  of  Nabby  Point; 
two  anchorage  areas  of  6-foot  depth,  one  located  at  the  upper  end  of 
the  channel  and  the  other  near  the  lower  end  in  Neck  Cove;  and  a 
jetty  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  mouth  extending  about  1,400  feet 
into  the  sound  to  prevent  entrance  shoaling. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  March  1967). — 

Federal _ i  $616,  000 

Non-Federal _  277,  000 

Total _  893,  000 

1  Excludes  $15,000  for  navigation  aids. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 1  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . . . . . . .  $24,500  $11,000  $35,500 

Maintenance . . .  19,500  0  19,500 


Total . .  44,000  11,000  55,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating . . . . . . . . . . . .  63,500 

Commercial  fishing . . . . . .  40,000 


Total 


103, 500 


>  Excludes  annual  charges  of  $2,000  for  navigation  aids. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  31  percent  of  construction 
cost,  presently  estimated  at  $277,000;  provide  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  required;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project; 
establish  a  public  body  to  regulate  the  use  and  growth  of  the  harbor; 
provide  and  maintain  all  necessary  berthing  areas  and  mooring  and 
service  facilities;  and  establish  regulations  to  prevent  pollution  of 
the  river  by  the  navigation  users  thereof.  Local  interests  are  willing 
to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instruc¬ 
tions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  un¬ 
authorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legisla¬ 
tion  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  propose  improvement  is  needed  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  anchorage  areas  along  the  channel  to  accommodate  the  in¬ 
creasing  boating  demand.  Another  serious  problem  which  would  be 
alleviated  is  shoaling  at  the  river’s  mouth  and  along  the  lower  reach 
of  the  channel. 


Kake  Harbor,  Alaska 
(S.  Doc.  70,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  town  of  Kake  is  in  southeastern  Alaska,  39  miles 
west  of  Petersburg  and  about  850  miles  northwest  of  Seattle. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
August  23,  1961. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  at  Kake.  In  1940  a 
Civilian  Conservation  Corps  project  for  construction  of  a  breakwater 
was  initiated;  however,  the  work  was  not  completed.  A  State  main- 
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tainecl  wharf  extending  600  feet  from  shore  has  been  constructed  on 
top  of  the  partially  completed  breakwater. 

Navigation  'problem. — The  existing  harbor  offers  little  protection  to 
the  fishing  fleet.  The  prevailing  southeast  winds  cause  considerable 
damage;  however,  the  most  severe  storms  come  from  the  west  and 
northwest,  usually  developing  at  night  after  a  sudden  shift  of  direction. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  a  l,5S0-foot  west 
breakwater  and  a  900-foot  south  breakwater  to  protect  a  mooring 
area  having  adequate  existing  depths. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  o  f  September  1966). — 

Federal _ _  $1,  760,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  000 

Total _  1,  766.  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 


Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . . 

Maintenance  of  navigational  aids... . . . 

. $70,000 

. .  4,000 

. . 300 

$200 

0 

0 

$70,300- 

4,000 

300 

Total . . 

Annual  benefits:  Commercial  fishing _ 

. . .  74,400 

200 

74,600 
135, 400“ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;, 
hold  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and 
utilities  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities  open 
to  all  on  equal  terms;  maintain  adequate  depth  in  the  berthing  area; 
accomplish  required  utility  relocations;  and  establish  regulations 
concerning  discharge  of  untreated  sewage,  garbage,  and  other  pollut¬ 
ants  in  the  waters  of  the  harbor  by  the  users  thereof.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget.- — -No  objection. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvements  wrould  provide  protection 
to  the  local  fishing  fleet.  The  committee  considers  that  the  improve¬ 
ment  is  needed  and  well  justified  by  the  anticipated  benefits. 
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King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska 
(S.  Doc.  13,  90th  Cong.) 

Location.- — King  Cove  is  located  on  the  south  coast  of  the  Alaska 
Peninsula,  about  650  miles  southwesterly  of  Anchorage  and  400  miles 
southwesterly  of  Kodiak. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
August  16,  1960. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  King  Cove. 

Navigation  problem. — The  fishing  boats  operating  in  the  King  Cove 
area  lack  sheltered  anchorage.  King  Cove  is  subjected  to  heavy  winds 
and  waves  during  storm  periods.  The  Aleutian  Island-Southwestern 
Alaska  area  is  one  of  the  most  prominent  storm  producing  areas  of 
the  world.  The  town  is  reliant  upon  the  harvesting  and  processing  of 
salmon,  king  crab,  and  halibut. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  15-foot  deep 
anchorage  basin  about  11  acres  in  area,  an  entrance  channel  125  feet 
wide  and  15  feet  deep,  an  earthfill  training  dike,  and  a  rockfill  groin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  April  1966). — 

Federal _ $522,  000 

Non-Federal _  5,  000 

Total _ _ 527,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

. .  $21,000 

$200 

0 

$21,200 
10,  000 
500 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

.  To;  ooo 

Maintenance,  navigation  aids . 

.  500 

0 

Total . . . 

Annual  benefits:  Commercial  fishing . 

.  31,500 

200 

31,  700 
143, 750 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and 
maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facili¬ 
ties  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  accomplish  required  utility  alterations; 
and  establish  regulations  concerning  discharge  of  untreated  sewage, 
garbage,  and  other  pollutants  in  the  waters  of  the  anchorage  by  users 
thereof.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Alaska:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  6  January  1967  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  Section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 
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Remarks. — The  Committee  is  cognizant  of  the  importance  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  fishing  fleet  which  is  the  mainstay  of  the  local  economy, 
and  considers  that  the  proposed  improvements  would  meet  this  need. 


Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  277,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbor  is  along  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island, 
about  56  miles  east  of  the  Battery  in  New  York  City. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  a  channel 
16  feet  deep,  300  feet  wide,  and  2,600  feet  long.  Local  interests  deep¬ 
ened  the  channel  to  26  feet  and  extended  it  a  length  of  2  miles.  The 
present  channel  extends  from  deep  water  in  Long  Island  Sound  to 
terminals  at  the  head  of  the  harbor  in  the  town  of  Port  Jefferson. 

Navigation  problem. — The  major  problem  is  due  to  inadequate  chan¬ 
nel  depth,  which  precludes  efficient  use  of  the  larger,  more  econom¬ 
ical  tankers  coming  into  more  prevalent  use  throughout  the  Nation. 
In  addition,  there  is  need  for  more  maneuvering  and  turning  room  for 
these  large  ships. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  project  would  provide  for 
deepening  the  channel  to  40  feet,  widening  it  to  350  feet,  and  providing 
a  30-foot  deep  turning  basin  700  feet  by  1,400  feet  at  the  head  of  the 
channel. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level). — 

Federal _  $2,  455,  000 

N  on-Federal _  0 


Total _  2,  455,  000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization., . . 

Maintenance . . . . 

_ _  $98,000 

.  5, 000 

0 

0 

$98,  000 
5,  000 

Total.  . . . . . . . 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings . . 

103,000 

0 

103, 000 
613.000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  maintenance,  including  any  necessary 
spoil  areas  and  containment  works  or  bear  the  costs  thereof;  hol'd 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  project  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance;  and,  provide  and  maintain  adequate 
approach  channels  and  berthing  areas  and  modify  terminal  facilities 
as  necessary  to  secure  full  advantage  of  the  deeper  channel  to  be 
provided.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local 
cooperation. 
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Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
states  that  non-Federal  entities  may  be  interested  in  developing 
alternative  facilities  for  transporting  petroleum  in  this  area,  according¬ 
ly,  if  the  project  is  authorized  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  review 
this  matter  during  the  preconstruction  planning  stage  and  will  report 
his  findings  to  the  Secretary  prior  to  seeking  funds  for  construction. 
Since  the  Federal  cost  for  this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the 
views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6, 
1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1965  would  apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the 
President's  instructions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this 
project  as  unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the 
draft  legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — This  improvement  is  urgently  needed  to  alleviate  the 
problems  of  inadequate  channel  depths  and  will  provide  for  more 
maneuvering  and  turning  room  for  the  larger  ships. 


Red  River  Below  Denison  Dam,  La.,  Ark.,  Oicla.,  and  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  304,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Red  River  Basin  below  Denison  Dam,  exclusive 
of  the  Ouachita-Black  sub-basin,  covers  29,500  aquare  miles  of  gently 
rolling  terrain  in  Louisiana,  Arkansas,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  September  12,  1959,  and  February  24,  1960, 
respectively. 

Existing  ; project . — The  authorized  plan  for  flood  control  in  the  Red 
River  Basin  below  Denison  Dam  includes  17  dams  and  reservoirs, 
of  which  13  are  existing  or  under  construction.  The  plan  also  includes 
levee  protection  on  the  main  stem  downstream  from  Index,  Ark., 
together  with  channel  stabilization  where  levee  setbacks  are  impos¬ 
sible  or  uneconomical.  It  also  includes  channel  improvements  on  many 
tributaries  below  Denison  Dam.  The  authorized  but  unconstructed 
Overton-Red  Waterway  provides  for  a  navigable  channel  9  feet  deep 
and  100  feet  wide  mostly  in  a  land  cut  along  the  right  bank  of  the 
Red  River  flood  plain  to  Shreveport,  La.  Also,  reconstruction  of 
Caddo  Dam  on  Cypress  Bayou  upstream  from  Shreveport  was 
authorized  in  1965. 

Navigation  and  bank  erosion  problem. — The  Red  River  is  character¬ 
ized  by  wide  fluctuations  in  stage  as  well  as  by  caving  banks  and 
unpredicatable  shoaling  conditions  adverse  to  the  interests  of  nav¬ 
igation.  Many  acres  of  productive  land  are  lost  to  the  river  each  year 
due  to  caving  banks,  and  improvements  must  be  either  relocated  or 
abandoned.  Commercial  traffic  on  the  Red  River  is  negligible  above 
the  mouth  of  the  Black  River.  A  need  for  low-cost  bulk  transportation 
exists  and  this  is  expected  to  increase  with  economic  growth  of  the 
area. 
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Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  recommended  plan  of 
improvement  provides  for  bank  stabilization  of  the  Red  River  from 
the  Mississippi  River  to  Denison  Dam  a  distance  of  about  530  miles. 
The  plan  further  provides  for  a  9-foot  by  200-foot  slac.kwater  naviga¬ 
tion  channel  about  294  miles  long  in  the  main  channel  of  the  Red 
River,  in  lieu  of  the  authorized  Overton-Red  route  via  land  cut  on 
the  right  bank,  from  the  Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport,  thence  via 
Twelvemile  and  Cypress  Bayous  to  the  vicinity  of  Daingerfield,  Tex. 
Nine  locks  and  dams,  including  locks  at  two  existing  dams  (Caddo 
Dam  and  Ferrells  Bridge  Dam),  will  furnish  the  necessary  lift  of  about 
225  feet.  Recreation  facilities  would  also  be  provided  at  intervals 
along  the  improved  waterway. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  June  1964)  ■ — 

Federal _  $471,  223,  000 

Non-Federal _  51,  687,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


522,  910,  000 


_  \ 

Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

k  Bank  stabilization,  Mississippi  River  to  Denison: 

Interest  and  amortization.. . .  $6,327,200  $1,290,800  $7,618,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements .  1,177,800  2,410,200  3,588,000 


Subtotal . . 

 7, 505, 000 

3. 701, 000 

11,206,  000 

Navigation,  Mississippi  River  to  Daingerfield: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

.  11,956,500 

687,700 
264, 300 

12,644,200 

2,754,800 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements. . 

2,490,500 

Subtotal . 

_  14, 447,  000 

952, 000 

15, 399, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Bank  stabilization,  Mississippi  River  to  Denison: 


Bank  stabilization . . . .  10, 145, 100 

Flood  damage  reduction . . . . . . . . .  177,200 

Recreation . 1,995,600 

Area  redevelopment . . 1,177,900 


Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . .  13,495,800 


Navigation,  Mississippi  River  to  Daingerfield,  Tex.: 

T ransportation  savings . . . . . . .  17, 023, 000 

Recreation _ _ _ _ _ _ _  909,100 

Water  quality  and  reduced  pumping  costs _ _ _ _ _ _ _  118, 900 

Area  redevelopment . . . . . . . - . . .  1,776,100 


Subtotal . . .  19,827,100 


Benejit-cost  ratio. — 

Bank  stabilization,  Mississippi  River  to  Denison -  1.  2 

Navigation,  Mississippi  River  to  Daingerfield _  1.  3 


Local  cooperation. — 

Bank  stabilization:  Furnish  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  lands  for  recreational  development;  hold  and  save; 
maintain  project  works  upstream  of  the  navigation  improvements 
at  Shreveport;  make  relocations  of  utilities,  bridges  (except  rail¬ 
road),  sewers,  pipelines,  and  any  other  alterations;  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  for  the  reach  from  Index,  Ark.,  to  Denison  Dam,  provide  a 
cash  contribution  for  land  enhancement  amounting  to  26.1 
percent  of  the  estimated  Federal  cost  of  construction,  such 
contribution  being  now  estimated  at  $20,127,000. 
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Navigation:  Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  lands  for  recreational  development;  hold  and  save  free 
from  damages  including  those  resulting  from  dredging,  changes  in 
ground  water  level,  and  wave  action;  provide  a  proportionate 
share  of  the  cost  of  bridge  alterations  over  existing  channels; 
assume  all  obligations  of  owning,  maintaining,  and  operating  all 
railway  and  highway  bridges  altered  or  constructed  as  part  of 
the  navigation  project;  make  alterations  in  pipelines,  and  in 
sewer,  water  supply,  drainage,  and  other  utility  facilities,  as  well 
as  their  maintenance;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  public 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  obtain 
water  rights  that  may  be  necessary  for  operation  in  the  interest 
of  navigation. 

Recreation  facilities:  Make  contributions  to  bring  the  non- 
Federal  share  of  recreation  development  to  at  least  50  percent 
of  the  total  first  cost  of  that  development;  operate  and  maintain 
the  recreational  areas  and  facilities,  except  that  facilities  which 
are  integral  parts  of  a  structure  operated  and  maintained  by  the 
Federal  Government  shall  be  operated  and  maintained  under 
whatever  cost-sharing  arrangement  applies  to  the  basic  structure; 
and  assure  access  to  recreational  developments  to  all  on  equal 
terms. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Comments  are  generally  favorable. 
The  Department  raised  a  question  relative  to  project  effects  on 
ground  water  and  on  agricultural  operation  adj  acent  to  the  river. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  has  assured  the  Department  that  con¬ 
sideration  will  be  given  during  design  studies  to  the  project  effects 
and  possible  measures  to  minimize  adverse  effects. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Comments  are  generally  favorable. 
The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  assignment 
of  bridge  costs  to  local  interests  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
of  the  Truman-Hobbs  Act  is  inappropriate  where  there  is  a  shallow 
narrow  stream  that  has  not  been  navigated.  The  Bureau  also  notes 
that  possible  additional  costs  should  be  considered  for  the 
navigation  reach  below  Shreveport  because  of  the  probable 
reconstruction  of  seven  bridges  which  do  not  have  hoxdzontal 
clearances  for  a  200-foot  channel,  and  also  because  of  possible 
additional  bridges.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  that  naviga¬ 
tion  cost  apportionment  is  in  accordance  with  congressional 
policies  expressed  in  legislation  applicable  to  projects  for  general 
navigation  to  insure  a  fair  and  equitable  apportionment  of  bridge 
alteration  costs.  With  regard  to  possible  future  improvement  of 
existing  bridges  or  possible  additional  bridges,  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  believes  that  it  was  not  equitable  to  allow  costs  for  possible 
but  unknown  future  effects  on  facilities  beyond  those  that  are 
existing,  under  construction,  being  planned,  or  subject  to 
reasonable  estimation. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Generally  favorable.  The  Wildlife  and  Fish¬ 
eries  Commission  noted  that  waste  discharges  by  cities  and 
installations  should  be  controlled,  to  which  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  responded  that  the  corps  would  work  with  the  responsible 
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State  agency  in  its  efforts  to  control  pollution.  The  State  requested 
deletion  of  the  requirement  of  local  cooperation  wherein  mainte¬ 
nance  of  bank  stabilization  works  in  the  reach  from  Shreveport 
to  Index,  Ark.  is  a  non-Federal  responsibility.  The  cost  shar¬ 
ing  for  the  improvements  between  Shreveport  and  Index 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  was  developed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  policy  for  projects  providing  localized  flood  pro¬ 
tection,  such  as  levees,  channel  improvements  and  bank  erosion 
protection. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Generally  favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Generally  favorable.  Concerns  expressed  relate 
to  authorization  limitations  which  might  endanger  completion 
of  the  full  project,  and  certain  adjustments  in  cost  and  benefit 
allocations  between  project  reaches  and  an  adjustment  in  the 
cost  sharing  for  the  reach  from  Index  upstream  to  Denison  Dam. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  that  an  economic  restudy  of  the 
upper  navigation  reach  from  Shreveport  to  Daingerfield,  Tex., 
prior  to  construction  will  provide  a  valuable  service  to  the 
Congress  and  the  executive  branch  for  a  project  of  this  magni¬ 
tude  and  null  also  provide  local  interests  an  opportunity  to 
reevaluate  their  positions  with  respect  to  local  cooperation 
requirements.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  also  believes  the  cost  and 
benefit  allocations  between  project  reaches  appropriate  and  that 
the  various  cost-sharing  requirements,  including  the  reach  from 
Index  to  Denison  Dam,  are  consistent  with  policies  approved  by 
Congress  in  past  authorizations  of  similar  projects. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  recommended  waterway  segment  between  Shreveport, 
La.,  and  Daingerfield,  Tex.,  is  economically  justified  by  only  a  narrow 
margin  and  the  Bureau  concurs  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  for  an  economic  restudy  of  this  reach  of  the  waterway 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction.  The  Bureau  also  believes  the  study 
should  reflect  the  extent  of  Federal  interest  in  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  existing  Caddo  Dam  in  Louisiana.  Furthermore,  the 
Bureau  expresses  concern  over  the  precedent  which  would  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  recommended  project  for  bank  stabilization  between 
Index,  Ark.,  and  Denison  Dam,  and  expresses  the  belief  that  bank 
stabilization  should  not  be  a  Federal  responsibility  unless  directly 
related  to  navigation  or  flood  control.  Subject  to  consideration  of  the 
above,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  there  would  be  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  However,  with 
respect  to  bank  stabilization,  the  Secretary  has  requested  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  develop  a  proposal  for  a  general  policy  for  consideration 
by  all  concerned. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  recommended  improvement 
is  the  culmination  of  efforts  over  a  period  of  many  years  to  extend 
low  cost  bulk  transportation  to  portions  of  the  Red  River  Basin  in 
Louisiana  and  Texas.  The  recommended  bank  stabilization  works 
will  prevent  the  destruction  of  valuable  agricultural  lands  from  the 
ravages  of  a  meandering  stream.  The  entire  plan  in  considered  vital 
to  the  preservation  and  development  of  the  basin  downstream  from 
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Denison  Dam.  However,  the  committee  agrees  with  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  in  its  concern  over  the  precedent  which  would  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  Federal  construction  of  bank  stabilization  works  from 
Index,  Ark.,  to  Denison  Dam,  Tex.,  where  neither  flood  control 
nor  navigational  benefits  are  involved,  and  accordingly  has  included 
language  in  the  bill  directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  reexamine 
the  Federal  responsibility  for  such  work. 

In  addition  the  committee  has  considered  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  regarding 
a  review  of  the  economics  of  the  Daingerfield,  Tex.,  to  Shreveport, 
La.,  segment  of  the  Red  River  bank  stabilization  and  navigation 
project  prior  to  commencing  actual  construction.  It  is  the  feeling  of 
the  committee  that  such  a  review  is  automatic  under  existing  reg¬ 
ulations  and,  therefore,  additional  language  to  this  effect  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  in  connection  with  the  authorization  of  this  project.  It  is  felt 
that  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  covers  this  matter  adequately. 


Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska 
(S.  Doc. - ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  located  in  southeastern 
Alaska,  are  in  the  network  of  channels  which  comprise  the  inside 
passage  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  to  and  within  southeastern 
Alaska.  Whitestone  Narrows  lies  about  15  miles  north  of  Sitka  at  the 
south  entrance  to  Neva  Strait.  The  Sergius  Narrows  passage  lies  4 
miles  into  Peril  Strait  above  its  junction  with  Neva  Strait,  and  is 
about  27  miles  northeast  of  Sitka. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  both  adopted  April  10,  1963. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  project  in  the  Sergius 
Narrows  passage.  The  existing  project  for  Whitestone  Narrows  con¬ 
sists  of  a  channel  200  feet  wide  and  24  feet  deep  between  two  rock 
obstructions  in  Neva  Strait. 

Navigation  problem. — The  major  problem  at  Sergius  Narrows  is  the 
narrowness  of  the  passage  and  presence  of  a  rock  reef  which  requires 
abrupt  manuevering  in  a  dangerously  constricted  area  with  strong 
tidal  currents.  At  Whitestone  Narrows,  rock  outcrops  at  both  ends  of 
the  passage  limit  the  usable  channel  width  and  require  changes  of 
course  in  the  constricted  reach  and  in  strong  tidal  currents. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement .- — The  recommended  plan  provides 
for  modification  of  the  existing  24-foot-deep  channel  at  Whitestone 
Narrows  by  increasing  the  channel  width  from  200  to  300  feet,  and  the 
construction  of  a  channel  24  feet  deep  and  450  feet  wide  at  Sergius 
Narrows.  The  work  would  consist  of  removing  rock  reefs  at  both 
locations  to  eliminate  difficult  and  hazardous  passage  caused  by  narrow 
rocky  channels  and  strong  tidal  currents. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1967  price  base). — 

Federal _ $3,  030,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _  3,  030,  000 

Project  economics. — 
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Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . .  $123,600  0  $123,  BOO1 

Maintenance  and  operation  1 . . .  0  0  0 

Maintenance  navigation  aids .  0  0  0 


Total 


123, 600  0  123, 600 


Annual  benefits: 

Lower  operating  costs . . . . . —  340,  OOO 

Damage  prevention . . . . . . .  71,000 


Total .  411,000 


1  No  additional  funds  required. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.3. 

Local  cooperation.- — Local  interests  are  required,  prior  to  construc¬ 
tion,  to  agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies  — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska:  Favorable. 

Comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget—  No  objection. 

Remarks.- — The  committee  notes  the  substantial  benefit-cost  ratio,, 
and  that  the  recommended  project  for  navigation  would  improve  what 
is  now  a  difficult  and  hazardous  passage  to  southeast  Alaska. 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  189,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  project  will  be  at  East  Tawas  State  Park,  on  Tawas 
Bay  in  Lake  Huron,  adjacent  to  the  community  of  East  Tawas,  Mich. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
March  8,  1945  and  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1945. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Navigation  problem.- — There  is  a  need  for  enlarging  the  existing  State 
boat  harbor  at  East  Tawas  State  Park  to  accommodate  increasing 
boating  demand  and  there  is  also  a  need  for  a  harbor-of-refuge  along 
the  coast  of  Lake  Huron  in  this  vicinity. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  project  consists  of  a  U- 
shaped  breakwater  extending  about  1,800  feet  southerly  and  easterly 
into  Tawas  Bay  from  the  end  of  the  existing  State  pier.  Facilities  to 
accommodate  sport  fishing  from  the  breakwater  would  also  be 
provided. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level).— 

Federal _ _ _ _ _ _ $466,  000 

Non-Federal _  465,  000 


Total 


931,  OOO 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . .  $18,500  $18,500  $37,000 

Maintenance .  2,400  0  2,400 


Total .  20,900  18,500  39,400 


Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating .  78, 000 

Breakwater  fishing . . .  40, 000 


Total .  118,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  construction 
costs  of  general  navigation  facilities,  excluding  navigation  aids,  less 
50  percent  of  the  local  cost  for  providing  parking  facilities  for  break¬ 
water  fishermen,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $458,500; 
provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  and  provide  or  pay 
for  any  spoil  containment  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damage  due  to  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  establish  a  public  body  to  regulate  the  use  and  growth  of  the 
harbor;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  berthing  areas,  mooring  facil¬ 
ities,  and  service  areas  and  continue  to  maintain  the  State  pier; 
establish  regulations  prohibiting  pollution  of  the  harbor  by  the  users 
thereof ;  and  bear  all  costs  of  maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement 
of  access  facilities,  parking  areas,  and  sanitary  facilities  for  recreational 
fishing.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  high  benefit-cost  ratio  for  this  project  is  noted  and 
the  project  appears  to  be  a  good  investment. 


Wilson  Harbor,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  112,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Wilson  Harbor  is  located  in  western .  New  lork  in 
Niagara  County,  in  the  town  of  Wilson.  The  harbor  is  on  the  south¬ 
ern  shore  of  Lake  Ontario  at  the  mouth  of  the  East  Branch  of 
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Twelvemile  Creek,  12  miles  east  of  the  mouth  of  Niagara  River  and 
6  miles  west  of  Alcott  Harbor. 

Authority. — A  resolution  adopted  September  26,  1963,  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Existing  project.— The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides 
for  parallel  piers  at  the  entrance,  each  about  800  feet  long  and  en¬ 
trance  channel  from  Lake  Ontario  to  Tuscarora  Bay  80  feet  wide  and 
8  feet  deep  with  a  concrete  capped  stone  walkway  to  the  east  pier 
for  fishermen. 

Navigation  problem. — The  use  of  Wilson  Harbor  is  hampered  by 
inadequate  channels  and  lack  of  related  public  use  shore  facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  extension  of  the 
entrance  channel,  80  feet  wide  and  8  feet  deep,  a  distance  of  approxi¬ 
mately  300  feet  from  the  inner  end  of  the  existing  channel  to  a  limit 
opposite  the  lower  end  of  Wintergreen  Island;  and  thence  a  channel 
approximately  3,800  feet  long  through  Tuscarora  Bay,  6  feet  deep  with 
basic  width  of  100  feet,  the  upper  360  feet  of  the  channel  narrowing  to 
80  feet,  suitably  widened  at  bends  and  abreast  of  the  proposed  location 
of  public  small-boat  facilities  near  the  East  Branch  of  Twelvemile 
Creek. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  March  1965). 
Federal 

Non-Federal  _  _  _  .... 

$198,  000 
203,  000 

Total  .... 

401,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation..  ... _ _  .  . .  . 

$8,  000 
11,500 

$8,  000 

0 

$16,000 

11,500 

Total _ _ _  _ 

Annual  benefits:  Recreational  boating . . . . . 

19,  500 

8,000 

27, 500 
49,200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
for  construction  of  the  navigation  improvement,  such  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $198,000;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construc¬ 
tion  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the 
general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil 
and  any  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  a  id  embankments 
therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  Federal  improvement;  establish  a  competent  and 
properly  constituted  public  body  empowered  to  regulate  the  use, 
growth,  and  free  development  of  the  abovementioned  harbor  facil¬ 
ities  with  the  understanding  that  public  facilities  will  be  open  to  all 
on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  necessary  access  road,  mooring 
facilities,  and  parking  and  service  areas,  including  a  launching  ramp, 
toilet  facilities,  and  an  adequate  public  landing  or  wharf,  with  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water, 
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available  to  all  on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  the 
service  channels  to  principle  docks  and  berthing  areas  commensurate 
with  those  provided  in  the  Federal  project;  accomplish  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  such  relocations  or  alterations  or  utilities  as 
necessary  for  project  purposes;  establish  regulations  prohibiting  dis¬ 
charge  of  untreated  sewage,  garbage,  and  other  pollutants  in  the 
water  of  the  harbor  by  users  thereof,  which  regulations  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  applicable  laws  or  regulations  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  authorities  responsible  for  pollution  prevention  and  control, 
and  reserve  spaces  within  the  widened  westerly  end  of  the  bay  for 
anchorage  by  transient  craft,  and  that  the  mooring  facilities  also 
include  spaces  adequate  for  the  accommodation  of  transient  craft. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would  apply. 
He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions  referred 
to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized  unless 
it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  transmitted  by 
by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  committee  feels  that  further  improvement  of  Wilson 
Harbor  is  fully  warranted  at  this  time. 


Section  102 

Fort  Pierce,  Fla. — This  section  modifies  the  previously  approved 
beach  erosion  control  project  for  Fort  Pierce,  Fla.,  to  provide  in  lieu 
of  local  interest  constructing  the  project  with  later  reimbursement 
by  the  Federal  Government  for  its  share  as  provided  for  in  the 
authorizating  act,  that  the  Federal  Government  (Corps  of  Engineers) 
construct  the  project  with  local  interests  contributing  their  share. 
Reason  for  change  is  that  local  interests  are  not  able  to  raise  the 
entire  cost  of  project  with  later  reimbursement  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Results  in  no  increased  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Section  103 

Marmet,  W.  Va.,  land  conveyance.-— The  Secretary  of  War,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  act  of  July  8,  1942,  was  authorized  to  sell  and 
convey  to  the  town  of  Marmet,  W.  Va.,  certain  land  situated  on  the 
west  side  of  the  Kanawha  River  at  Marmet  lock  and  dam,  to  be  used 
for  park  and  municipal  purposes.  The  act  provides  that  title  will 
revert  to  the  United  States  if  the  land  is  used  for  any  other  purposes. 
The  town  of  Marmet  now  desires  to  construct  a  firehouse  on  a  portion 
of  the  land,  hence  the  need  for  clarification  of  the  law  to  permit  such 
use  of  the  land. 
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Section  104 

State  of  West  Virginia  land  conveyance. — The  Corps  of  Engineers  is 
presently  in  the  process  of  modernizing  the  Ohio  River  navigation 
system  by  the  construction  of  a  number  of  locks  and  dams  having 
greater  dimensions  than  the  existing  projects.  Existing  locks  and  dams 
Nos.  16,  19,  20,  and  21  are  among  those  to  be  replaced  by  the  new 
work.  The  State  of  West  Virginia  has  indicated  it  desires  to  obtain 
this  land  on  the  West  Virginia  side  of  the  river  located  adjacent  to 
the  lock  structures,  for  park  purposes.  This  section  will  transfer  the 
land  to  the  State  at  50  percent  of  the  fair  market  value  when  it  be¬ 
comes  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

Section  105 

City  of  Buffalo,  N.Y.,  land  conveyance. — The  city  of  Buffalo  desires 
to  obtain  approximately  46.01  acres  of  land  underlying  Lake  Erie, 
title  to  which  rests  in  the  United  States  for  park  purposes.  The  Federal 
Government  acquired  the  land  in  1904  without  cost,  as  part  of  the 
Buffalo  outer  harbor  project.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  had  no  objection 
to  transfer  of  the  land  to  the  city  of  Buffalo  provided  the  United 
States  has  the  privilege  of  using  these  lands  for  spoil-disposal  areas. 
The  language  in  the  bill  transfers  the  land  to  the  city  of  Buffalo 
subject  to  its  above-stated  use  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Section  106 

Comprehensive  beach  erosion  control  survey. — The  purpose  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  is  to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  make  an  appraisal  in¬ 
vestigation  and  study  of  the  U.S.  and  Great  Lakes  shorelines  to 
determine  areas  where  significant  erosion  occurs  and  where  action  to 
halt  the  erosion  appears  economically  justified.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
would,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  indicate 
what  measures  are  desirable  to  cope  with  the  problem,  recommend 
priorities  for  remedial  action,  and  cooperate  with  State  and  local 
governments.  The  committee  considers  this  to  be  a  most  meritorious 
and  needed  investigation  and  recommends  its  adoption  by  the  Senate. 

Section  107 

Illinois  Waterway  highway  bridge  alterations. — This  section  author¬ 
izes  Federal  participation  in  the  alteration  of  obstructive  highway 
bridges  in  part  II  of  the  Illinois  Waterway  project  extending  from  the 
Grand  Calumet  River  between  the  Little  Calumet  and  the  junction 
with  Indiana  Harbor  Canal,  thence  to  Clark  Street,  Gary,  Ind.,  a 
distance  of  about  10  miles.  Alteration  of  the  obstructive  bridges  is 
necessary  before  work  can  proceed  in  widening  the  project  to  a  width 
of  225  feet  as  previously  authorized  by  the  Congress.  Pertinent  details 
concerning  the  project  are  as  follows: 
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Illinois  Waterway  and  Grand  Calumet  River,  III.  and  Ind. 

(Calumet-Sag  Navigation  Project,  Pt.  II) 

(H.  Doc.  45,  85t.h  Cong.) 

Location. — The  project  extends  along  the  Grand  Calumet  River 
from  its  junction  with  the  Little  Calumet  River  eastward  to  Gary, 
Ind.,  approximately  10  miles. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  March  30, 
1955. 

Existing  project.— Part  II  of  the  authorized  Calumet-Sag  navigation 
project  provides  for  a  channel  with  a  usable  depth  of  9  feet  and  a  width 
of  225  feet  along  the  general  route  of  the  Grand  Calumet  River 
between  the  Little  Calumet  River  and  the  jimction  with  Indiana 
Harbor  Canal,  thence  160  feet  wide  to  Clark  Street,  Gary,  Ind.,  with  a 
turning  basin  at  Clark  Street;  enlargement  of  the  Indiana  Harbor 
Canal  to  a  width  of  225  feet  and  depth  of  9  feet  to  the  vicinity  of  141st 
Street;  construction  of  a  lock  and  controlling  works  in  the  Grand 
Calumet  River;  and  reconstruction  or  alteration  of  all  obstructive 
raihoad  bridges  to  provide  suitable  clearances. 

Problem. — The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3,  1958,  authorized 
Federal  participation  in  the  alteration  of  obstructive  highway  bridges 
for  part  I  of  the  Calumet-Sag  project,  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Public  Law  647,  76th  Congress,  as  amended  (Truman- 
Hobbs  Act).  Local  interests  consider  this  partial  authorization  in¬ 
equitable  and  desire  authorization  for  Federal  participation  in  the 
alteration  of  obstructive  highway  bridges  for  part  II,  as  recommended 
in  House  Document  45,  85th  Congress,  first  session. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Federal  participation  in  the 
alteration  of  obstructive  highway  bridges  for  part  II  of  the  Calumet- 
Sag  navigation  project,  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  Public  Law 
647,  76th  Congress,  as  amended. 

Estimated  cost  ( July  1966  price  level). — 

Federal _ $33,  265,  000 

Non-Federal _  2,  365,  000 

Total _  35,  630,  000 

Project  economics. — Annual  carrying  charges  for  the  authorized 
project  would  remain  fixed  irrespective  of  changes  in  apportionment 
of  highway  bridge  alteration  costs  as  between  the  United  States  and 
the  bridge  owners.  Annual  carrying  charges  for  the  Calumet-Sag 
navigation  project  are  estimated  in  House  Document  45,  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  first  session,  to  be  $7,114,700.  Project  benefits  consisting  of 
direct  savings  in  transportation  costs  are  estimated  at  $17,646,000 
annually. 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 2.5. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — No  objection. 

Section  108 

Steele  Bayou,  Miss.,  declare  nonnavigable. — This  section  deauthorizes 
the  Steele  Bayou  navigation  project  authorized  in  1884  and  declares 
Steele  Bayou  to  be  a  nonnavigable  stream.  Local  interests  desire  this 
action  in  order  that  improvements  may  be  constructed  in  the  interest 
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of  utilizing  the  water  for  other  purposes,  such  as  water  supply,  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  irrigation.  The  Steele  Bayou  project  has  been  inactive  and 
recommended  for  abandonment. 

Section  109 

Codification  of  river  and  harbor  laws. — The  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1965  directed  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  codify  all  existing  river  and 
harbor,  flood  control,  beach  erosion,  and  other  general  and  permanent 
laws  relating  to  civil  works  projects  under  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  to  report  to  the  Congress  no  later  than  June  30,  1968. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  not  able  to  meet  this  date  and  has  asked 
for  an  extension  of  time  until  June  30,  1969.  Language  in  the  bill 
provides  for  its  necessary  extension  of  time.  However,  the  committee 
fully  expects  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  complete  the  codification  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  the  extended  date. 

Section  110 

Ouachita  River  navigation  project. — The  Ouachita  River  navigation 
project,  authorized  in  1950,  provided  for  securing  a  9-foot  channel 
from  the  Mississippi  River  to  Camden,  Ark.,  by  means  of  lowering 
the  floors  and  sills  of  the  existing  dams  and  by  dredging.  However,  the 
project  was  later  modified  in  1960  to  provide  for  four  new  locks  and 
darns  in  lieu  of  raising  the  existing  six  dams.  This  action  resulted  in 
less  cost  to  the  United  States  but  greater  cost  to  local  interests.  The 
9-foot  depth  would  thereby  be  obtained  by  raising  the  existing  water 
level  in  lieu  of  extensive  dredging.  It  is  understood  that  the  modified 
project  requires  much  greater  land  for  the  Felsenthal  Dam  in  Arkan¬ 
sas  than  for  the  project  authorized  in  1950.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
the  land  if  very  flat  and  raising  the  water  surface  elevation  causes  the 
pool  to  cover  a  much  greater  area. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  that  they  are  financially  unable  to 
obtain  the  large  amount  of  land  required  for  the  modified  project  and 
have  requested  they  be  relieved  of  this  additional  burden.  The  project 
is  under  construction,  work  having  been  accomplished  in  Louisiana, 
but  has  been  held  in  abeyance  in  Arkansas  due  to  lack  of  local  co¬ 
operation.  The  committee  is  unable  to  make  a  judgment  on  the  equity 
of  relieving  local  interests  of  their  responsibilities  in  this  matter 
because  of  insufficient  information,  and  accordingly  has  included 
language  in  the  bill  directing  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  review  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  project  and  to  report  his 
findings  to  the  Congress  within  a  period  of  1  year  from  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  act. 


Section  111 

General  policy  relating  to  collection  and  removal  of  drift.. — The  com¬ 
mittee  has  noted  an  increase  in  the  number  of  requests  for  legislation 
authorizing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  remove,  and  dispose  of,  drift 
and  other  debris  creating  unsafe  and  unsightly  conditions  in  Federal 
harbors.  It  has  also  noted  a  lack  of  consistency  in  the  division  of 
responsibility  between  local  interests  and  the  Federal  Government  for 
those  individual  harbors  where,  from  time  to  time,  the  Congress  has 
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authorized  Federal  participation  in  drift  removal,  and  has  concluded 
that  the  time  has  come  to  establish  a  general  policy  to  govern  Federal 
participation  in  such  activities.  Finally,  the  committee  has  concluded 
that  the  present  cumbersome  approach  of  presenting  individual  cases 
to  Congress  for  legislative  action  is  not  the  most  desirable  means  of 
dealing  with  the  problem. 

In  the  light  of  these  considerations  the  committee  has  incorporated 
section  111  in  the  bill  reported  herewith.  This  section  would  (1) 
establish  a  general  policy  to  govern  F ederal  participation  in  removing 
drift  and  debris  from  all  harbors  and  (2)  delegate  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  responsibility 
for  working  out  agreements  with  non-F ederal  public  bodies  willing 
to  enter  into  cooperative  programs  under  the  conditions  established  by 
the  general  policy.  At  the  request  of  the  committee  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  assisted  in  the  development  of  this  section. 

'the  approach  contemplated  by  this  section  has  a  number  of 
desirable  features.  Important  among  these  are:  (1)  It  would  insure 
uniform  and  equitable  treatment  of  all  non-F ederal  entities  responsible 
for  cooperating  in  drift  removal;  (2)  it  would  result  in  a  reasonable 
division  of  responsibilities  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
local  interests,  with  the  latter  undertaking  those  tasks  which  they 
are  best  able  to  perform  and  assuming  responsibility  for  preventing 
local  adverse  effects  such  as  air  pollution;  (3)  it  would  provide  a  real 
incentive  for  the  exercise  of  effective  local  regulation  to  prevent  the 
deterioration  of  docks  and  other  port  facilities  and  the  dumping  of 
trash  and  garbage  into  the  harbor  or  adjacent  waters;  (4)  it  would 
obviate  the  need  for  expensive  studies,  the  preparation  of  project 
reports,  the  time-consuming  consideration  of  these  reports  by  the 
Congress,  and  the  enactment  of  special  legislation  for  each  harbor, 
and  (5)  it  would  permit  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  carry  out  the  Federal 
portion  of  the  job  as  an  integral  part  of  its  regular  operations  for 
maintaining  the  harbors. 

The  committee  finds  that  there  has  long  been  a  need  for  the  program 
contemplated  by  this  section,  and  that  the  rapid  increase  in  the  number 
of  small  craft  makes  imperative  early  action  on  the  part  of  Congress. 
The  committee  also  finds  that  there  is  abundant  justification  for 
Federal  participation  in  a  program  for  making  the  Nation’s  harbors 
safer,  cleaner,  and  more  attractive.  Accordingly  it  urges  the  enactment 
of  this  provision  in  the  act. 


Section  112 

Navigation  surveys. — Authorizes  surveys  to  be  made  at  various 
localities  in  the  interest  of  navigation  and  allied  purposes. 

Section  113 

Title  identification. — This  section  identifies  title  I  of  the  bill  as  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1968. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  TITLE  II 

Flood  Control 

Section  201 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  provisions  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  which  have  been  in  effect  for  some  time,  and  provides  that  project 
authorization  shall  expire  if  local  cooperation  is  not  forthcoming  within 
5  years  after  appropriate  notification. 

Section  202 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the 
last  several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  present  procedure  of 
submitting  reports  to  the  interested  States  and  agencies  prior  to 
submission  to  Congress. 

Section  203 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  flood  control, 
hurricane  protection,  and  multiple-purpose  works  in  title  II.  The 
initial  table  lists  the  projects,  project  document  numbers,  and  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  costs.  Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project. 

FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Project 


Document  number  Federal  cost 
of  new  work 


Alhambra  Creek,  Calif _ _  H.  336,  90th 

Aquilla  Creek,  watershed,  Texas . . . . S.  52,  90th.. 

Bear  Creek,  South  Platte  River,  Colo... _ _ _ S.  — ,  90th.. 

Beaver  Brook  Dam,  Connecticut  River,  N.H . . . . . S.  68,  90th.. 

Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  Drainage  District  No.  17,  St.  Francis  River,  Mo. 

and  Ark._ _ _  H.  339,  90th. 

Big  Sioux  River,  vicinity  Sioux  City,  Iowa  and  S.  Dak. . . . S.  — ,  90th.. 

Big  South  Fork  of  Cumberland  River,  Ky.  and  Tenn . H.  175,  87th. 

Cape  Fear  River  (H.  — ,  90th): 

Randleman  Reservoir,  N.C. . . . 


Clear  Creek,  Tex . . . . . .  H  — ,  90th.. 

Crooked  Creek,  Harrison,  Ark . . . .  S.  28,  90th.. 

Cucamonga  Creek,  Calif . . . H.  323,  90th. 

Dade  County,  Fla _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ H.  335,  90th 

Delaware  coast,  Delaware.. . . . S.  — ,  90th.. 

Feather  River,  vicinity  of  Chester,  Calif.. . . . H.  314,  90th. 

Hillsborough  Bay,  Fla _  H.  313,  90th. 

lao  Stream,  Hawaii . . . H.151,  90th. 

Lake  Chicot,  Ark _ _ _ — - - H.  168,  90th. 

Licking  River,  Ohio . - . . . . - . .  H.  337,  90th. 

Little  Blue  River,  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Mo . . H.  169,  90th. 

Little  Dell  Reservoir,  Utah. . . . . . — -  S.  53,  90th— 

Mississippi  River— Cassville,  Wis.,  to  mile  300,  Illinois - - H.  — ,  90th. 

Missouri  River  bank  stabilization,  North  Dakota . . . 

Navasota  River,  Texas . . . . . . H.  — ,  90th.. 

Nishnabotna  River  at  Exira,  Iowa. . . . H.  142,  90th. 

Norwalk  River  Basin,  Conn,  and  N.Y.. . . . . . S.  51,  90th. . 

Papillion  Creek  and  tributaries,  Nebraska . . . . . . H.  — ,  90th.. 

Park  River  Basin,  Conn - - - S.  43,  90th.. 

Pascagoula  River,  Tallahala  Creek,  Miss . .  H.  143,  90th. 

Pecan  Bayou,  Texas . . . . . . . .  H.  — ,  90th.. 

Rappahannock  River  (Salem  Church  Reservoir),  Va - - - S.  37,  90th _ 

St.  Francis  River  Basin,  Mo.  and  Ark - - - - - S.  11,  90th.. 

South  Branch  of  Wild  Rice  River  and  Felton  Ditch,  Minn . . . H.  98,  90th_. 

Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  Louisville,  Ky . . . .  H.  340,  90th. 

Sweetwater  River,  Calif.. _ _  H.  148,  90th. 

Tanana  River  at  Fairbanks,  Alaska - - - - - S.  — ,  90th.. 

Texas  City  and  vicinity,  Texas - - -  H.  187,  90th. 

Wabash  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Ohio... . S.  — ,  90th.. 

Yazoo  River,  Miss . - . - . . . H.  — ,  90th_. 


$8, 000, 000 
23,612,000 
32,314,  000 
$1,185, 000 

4,638, 000 
2,750, 000 
151,000, 000 

19, 463, 000 
12, 460, 000 
12, 600, 000 
2,840,  000 

26.300,  000 
11,805,  000 

5,  584, 000 
940, 000 
9,909,  000 
1,660,  000 
15,240,  000 
32, 953, 000 
38, 492, 000 
22, 664,  000 

21.300,  000 
4, 040, 000 

119,707,  000 
2,  040, 000 
2,700, 000 
26, 800, 000 
30,  300, 000 
16,360,  000 
24,861,000 
79,  500,  000 
7, 760,  000 
1,230,  000 
19, 800,  000 
4, 900,  000 
111,700, 000 
10,990,  000 
115,740,  000 
52, 147,  000 


Total  flood  control  (38  projects) 


1, 088, 284, 000 
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Alhambra  Creek,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  336,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Alhambra  Creek  drains  an  area  of  about  16.5  square 
miles  and  discharges  into  Carquinez  Strait,  approximately  25  miles 
northeast  of  San  Francisco,  Calif.  The  project  is  located  at  Martinez, 
the  county  seat  of  Contra  Costa  County. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
July  1,  1958. 

Existing  'project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Martinez. 

Flood  problem. — Major  overflows  of  Alhambra  Creek  cause  consider¬ 
able  damage  to  residential,  commercial,  and  municipal  establishments 
in  the  City  of  Martinez. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement—  Provides  for  channel  improve¬ 
ments,  levees,  construction  of  rectangular  concrete  channels,  and  a 
circular  concrete  diversion  conduit  on  Alhambra  Creek. 

Estimated  cost  ( June  1967  price  base). — 

Federal _ $8,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  900,  000 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _  8,  900,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . .  $270,000  $31,000  $301,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement .  9,000  9,000 


Total .  270,000  40,000  310,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented. . . . . . . .  293,000 

Land  enhancement . . . . . . .  79,000 


Total .  372,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  hold  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate 
the  works  after  completion;  accomplish  all  relocations  of  buildings, 
utilities,  bridges  (except  railroad  bridges),  and  roads,  sewers,  and  pipe¬ 
lines  and  other  alterations  which  may  be  required  for  construction 
of  the  project;  adjust  all  claims  concerning  water  lights;  prescribe 
and  enforce  regulations  designed  to  prevent  encroachment  of  any 
type  that  would  impair  the  flood  control  effectiveness  of  the  improved 
channels  and  existing  channels  intended  to  serve  as  interior  drainage 
features  of  the  project  and  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
equivalent  interior  drainage  facilities  if  interior  drainage  channels 
are  changed  by  local  interests.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willing¬ 
ness  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.—' The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  61  percent  of  flood  control  benefits  accrue  to  future  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  flood  plain  and  believes  that  non-structural  measures 
may  be  feasible  to  assist  in  reducing  flood  damage  and  in  promoting 
wise  and  economic  use  of  the  flood  plain.  Since  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  local  interests  to  adopt  an  adequate  flood  management  program, 
the  Bureau  urges  the  corps  to  encourage  local  interests  to  take  neces¬ 
sary  action  by  furnishing  technical  services  and  guidance.  The  Bureau 
also  recommends  that  project,  if  authorized,  be  reviewed  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction  to  determine  if  the  proposed  plan  should  be 
modified  at  that  time  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  between 
structural  and  nonstructural  measures  in  reducing  Hood  damage  in 
the  project  area,  considering  the  specific  guidelines  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  Executive  Order  11296.  Subject  to  consideration  of  these 
comments,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.- — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
states  the  matters  raised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  be  reviewed 
carefully  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  prior  to  initiation  of  construction. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvements  would  provide  needed 
flood  protection  to  th  citye  of  Martinez.  The  committee  believes  this 
local  protection  project  to  be  a  needed  and  economically  justified 
project. 


Aquilla  Reservoir,  Brazos  River  Basin,  Tex. 

(S.  Doc.  52,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Aquilla  Creek  watershed  covers  an  area  of  about 
410  square  miles  of  generally  rolling  and  hilly  terrain  in  the  middle 
portion  of  the  Brazos  River  basin  of  central  Texas  north  of  the  city 
of  Waco. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
August  12,  1954. 

Existing  'project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control 
structures  on  the  Aquilla  Creek  watershed.  There  are  several  Federal 
reservoirs  in  the  Brazos  River  Basin  of  which  Whitney  and  Waco 
Reservoirs  are  the  nearest. 

Flood  problem. — Major  floods  originating  on  the  Aquilla  Creek 
watershed  cause  appreciable  damages  along  the  creek  and  augment 
flood  damages  along  the  main  stem  of  the  Brazos  River.  From  1939 
to  1962,  there  were  nine  floods  on  the  creek,  which  the  channel  ca¬ 
pacity  was  insufficient  to  contain. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  multiple- 
purpose  reservoir  on  Aquilla  Creek  for  flood  control,  water  supply, 
recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  The  earth  dam  with  a 
maximum  height  of  about  97  feet  above  streambed  would  be  located 
at  about  mile  20.7. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  January  1965). — 

Federal _ 1  $23,  612,  000 

Non-Federal _  (2) 

Total _ 

1  Net  cost  to  the  United  States,  $19,493,000. 

2  Repay  $3,386,000  lor  water  supply  and  $733,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 


23,  612,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... 
Maintenance  and  operation. 

Total . . . . . 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . . 

Water  supply . . . 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 

Total _ _ _ 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Water  supply:  Obtain  rights  necessary  for  project  operation 
for  water  supply;  hold  and  save  free  from  damages  due  to  water 
rights  claims;  repay  cost  allocated  to  water  supply  storage, 
estimated  to  be  $3,386,000  and  $10,000  annually  for  operation  and 
maintenance. 

Recreation:  Administer  project  lands  and  water  areas;  repay 
one-half  separable  costs  estimated  at  $733,000;  operate,  main¬ 
tain,  and  replace  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  estimated 
at  $50,000  annually. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these 
requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  preponderance  of  project  benefits  would  not  accrue 
until  the  last  half  of  the  100-year  period  of  analysis.  Therefore,  the 
Bureau  would  expect  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  review  the  timing  of 
initiation  of  the  project  prior  to  requesting  appropriations  for  construc¬ 
tion.  Subject  to  consideration  of  these  comments  the  Bureau  has  no 
objection  to  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — In  accordance  with  the  com¬ 
ment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  review 
the  timing  of  initiation  of  the  project  prior  to  requesting  appropria¬ 
tions  of  funds  for  construction. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  cognizant  of  the  flood  damages 
occurring  frequently  on  the  Aquilla  Creek  watershed  and  along  the 
main  stem  of  the  Brazos  River,  the  need  for  a  dependable  water 
supply  source  and  water-oriented  recreation  opportunities.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  the  recommended  dam  and  reservoir  project 
will  alleviate  the  flooding  problems,  permit  better  land  use,  provide 
long-term  water  conservation  storage,  and  is  a  worthwhile  project. 


$823,  000 
60,  000 


$60, 000 


$823, 000 
120, 000 


883, 000 


60, 000 


943, 000 


725, 200 
158,000 
622,300 


1.506. 100 
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Bear  Creek  Basin,  South  Platte  River  and  Tributaries, 
Colorado,  Wyoming,  and  Nebraska 
(S.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bear  Creek  is  a  left-bank  tributary  of  the  South  Platte 
River  near  Sheridan,  Colo.,  a  community  situated  adjacent  to  the  city 
of  Denver.  The  basin  drains  262  square  miles,  of  which  about  90  per¬ 
cent  is  mountainous  terrain  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  range  lying 
southwest  of  Denver. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  June  14,  1956. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  or 
water  resources  improvements  in  the  Bear  Creek  Basin.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  dam  on  Cherry  Creek  and  the  Chatfield  Dam  under  con¬ 
struction  on  the  South  Platte  River  control  approximately  70  percent 
of  the  drainage  area  above  the  downstream  limits  of  metropolitan 
Denver. 

Flood  problem. — The  typical  flood  of  the  basin  is  the  flash  flood 
occurring  suddenly  from  intense  rainfall.  The  steep  terrain  produces 
rapid  concentration  of  runoff  and  high  velocity  flow.  High  velocities 
are  the  principal  cause  of  the  hazard  to  life  and  large  property  damage. 
Under  existing  economic  conditions,  the  average  annual  flood  damages 
are  estimated  at  $930,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  dam  and 
reservoir  on  Bear  Creek  about  8  miles  above  the  confluence  of  Bear 
Creek  with  the  South  Platte  River  would  provide  flood  protection  for 
metropolitan  Denver  and  the  rural  reaches  of  the  South  Platte  River 
below  Denver  from  floods  originating  on  Bear  Creek.  The  multiple- 
purpose  project  would  consist  of  an  earthfill  dam  143  feet  high,  with  a 
crest  length  of  about  4,000  feet.  The  recommended  project  includes 
lands  and  facilities  for  wildlife  management  and  recreation  purposes. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1966). — 

Federal _ >$32,314,000 

Non-Federal _  303,  000 

Total _  32,  617,  000 

>  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  $1,608,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . .  $1,166,000  $22,000  $1,188,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements . . . .  40,000  195,000  235,000 


Total .  1,206,000  217,000  1,423,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented .  2,412,000 

Recreation . 625,000 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement .  190, 000 


Total 


3,227, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.3. 

Local  cooperation.— Administer  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  repay  one-half  of  the  separable 
cost  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $1,911,000;  bear  all  costs  of  annual  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
lands  and  facilities,  presently  estimated  at  $195,000;  obtain  the  water 
required  for  initial  filling  and  replenishment  of  the  recreation  pool  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $303,000  for  initial  filling  and  $33,000  annually 
for  replenishment;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  water-rights  claims ;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  flow-carrying 
capacity  of  the  Bear  Creek  channel  below  the  reservoir  and  the  South 
Platte  River  channel  below  the  confluence  of  Bear  Creek  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  provide  for  effective  reservoir  operation  in  the 
interest  of  flood  control;  adequately  inform  affected  interests,  at  least 
annually,  that  the  project  will  not  provide  complete  flood  protection; 
and  provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  preventing  unwise  and  un¬ 
economical  future  development  of  the  flood  plain  areas  by  encouraging 
prudent  use  of  flood  proofing,  land  regulation  planning,  or  other 
flood  plain  management  techniques  to  reduce  future  flood  losses. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  re¬ 
quirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Colorado:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  noted  that  the 
scope  of  the  proposed  recreation  development  exceeds  considerably 
that  heretofore  proposed  in  connection  with  a  Federal  water  resources 
reservoir  project.  The  Bureau  believes  the  scope  of  the  recreation 
plans  for  the  existing  Soda  Lakes  and  Mount  Glennon  area  proposed 
for  authorization  as  an  integral  component  of  the  proposed  Mount 
Carbon  Reservoir  project  goes  beyond  that  intended  in  the  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act.  In  view  of  the  above,  the  Bureau 
recommends  against  authorization  of  recreation  development  beyond 
that  normally  related  to  a  proposed  Federal  dam  and  reservoir.  The 
Bureau  further  noted  that  over  60  percent  of  the  total  annual  flood 
Control  benefits  estimated  to  accrue  due  to  the  construction  of  this 
project  arise  from  protection  and  encouragement  of  future  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  flood  plain.  Therefore,  the  Bureau  believes  that  the  project, 
if  authorized,  should  be  reviewed  prior  to  the  initiation  of  construction 
to  determine  if  the  size  and  scope  of  the  proposed  plan  should  be 
modified  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  between  structual 
works,  flood  plain  regulation,  and  a  broad  flood  plain  management 
program.  Subject  to  consideration  of  these  comments,  the  Bureau 
advises  there  would  be  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  proposed 
report  to  Congress. 


52 


Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  that  flash  floods  within  the  basin 
occur  suddenly  from  intense  rainfall  and  cause  hazards  to  life  and 
high  property  damage  because  the  steep  terrain  produces  rapid  concen¬ 
tration  and  high  stream  velocities.  The  proposed  multiple-purpose 
reservoir  will  reduce  the  continued  threat  to  life  and  high  monetary 
losses  due  to  a  lack  of  adequate  protection  in  the  metropolitan  Denver 
area.  It  is  also  noted  that  the  project  will  provide  recreation  oppor¬ 
tunities  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  benefits. 


Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Keene,  N.H. 

(S.  Doc.  68,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  southeastern  New  Hampshire  on  Beaver  Brook,  a 
small  tributary  to  Ashuelot  River,  in  the  vicinity  of  Keene. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
October  3,  1960. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control 
projects  within  the  Beaver  Brook  watershed. 

Flood  problem. — Beaver  Brook  flows  right  through  the  city  of  Keene 
and  flooding  has  been  experienced  since  colonial  times.  In  spite  of  the 
continual  flood  threat,  urban  and  industrial  development  has  almost 
entirely  saturated  the  flood  plain  and  a  recurrence  of  the  maximum 
flood  of  record  would  now  cause  damages  of  almost  $2  million  in  Keene. 
In  addition  to  the  flood  problem,  there  is  a  growing  demand  for  public 
water-based  recreation  and  a  future  need  for  water  supply  indicated. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement;  advance  land  acquisition  for  the  project  following 
authorization;  participation  in  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of 
transportation  and  utility  facilities  in  advance  of  project  construction. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1966). — 

Federal _ , _  >$1,185,000 

Non-Federal _  2  192,  000 

Total _ _ _  $1,377,000 

1  Includes  non-Fcderalreimbursements  of  $314,000  for  watersupply  and  $51 ,500  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement. 

2  Non-Federal  cost  for  lands  and  relocations  allocated  to  flood  control. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  end  amortization _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements.. _ _ 

_  $26, 800 

_  1,200 

$18,300 

10,900 

$45,100 

12,600 

Total _ _ 

_  28, 500 

29,200 

57, 700 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control  _  _  _ _ 

Watersupply  _ _  _ _ _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  __  _ 

113,600 
20,100 
32, 000 

Total _ 

165,  700 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  protect  downstream  channels 
from  encroachments  which  would  adversely  affect  reservoir  operation ; 
exercise  to  the  extent  of  their  legal  capability  control  against  removal 
of  water  from  the  watershed  which  would  affect  the  water  supply 
storage  and  dependable  stream  regulations;  obtain  necessary  water 
rights,  resolve  any  conflicts  regarding  water  rights,  and  use  water  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  Federal  and  State  laws;  in  accordance  with 
the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  repay  all  costs  allocated 
to  water  supply,  presently  estimated  at  $314,000  for  construction  and 
$1,800  annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements;  in 
accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act:  (a)  ad¬ 
minister  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement;  (6)  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which 
may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable 
construction  costs  allocated  to  these  functions,  presently  estimated 
at  $51,500;  and  (c)  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance  and 
replacement  of  lands  and  facilities  needed  for  these  functions,  presently 
estimated  at  $5,400  annually;  contribute  13.9  percent  of  total  project 
cost,  representing  the  cost  of  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way  and 
relocations  allocated  to  flood  control,  an  amount  presently  estimated 
at  $192,000,  either  in  cash  or  in  kind,  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance  and  replacements  for  flood  control,  estimated  at  $3,700 
annually.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  provide 
the  required  assurance  of  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  F ederal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  Iris  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — This  is  a  much  needed  improvement  for  reduction  of 
flood  damages.  It  also  will  provide  water-based  recreation,  and  water 
supply  which  are  greatly  needed  in  this  area. 


Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  Tributaries,  Missouri,  and  Drainage 
District  No.  17,  Mississippi  County,  Ark. 

(H.  Doc.  339,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Belle  Fountain  ditch  and  Drainage  District  No. 
17  are  located  within  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin  in  southeastern 
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Missouri  and  northeastern  Arkansas.  Belle  Fountain  ditch  drains  an 
area  of  about  267  square  miles  in  Pemiscot  and  Dunklin  Counties  in 
Missouri  and  Drainage  District  No.  17  has  a  drainage  area  of  about 
333  square  miles  in  Mississippi  County,  Ark. 

Authority. — House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Public  Works 
resolution  adopted  June  7,  1961. 

Existing  project. — All  of  the  Federal  improvements  located  partially 
or  entirely  within  the  Belle  Fountain  ditch  and  Drainage  District 
No.  17  drainage  areas  are  modifications  of  the  Mississippi  River  and 
tributaries  project.  These  improvements  consist  of  the  following:  Elk 
Chute  levee,  Big  Lake  Floodway,  ditches  Nos.  21A  and  21B,  closure 
levee  for  Belle  Fountain  and  State  line  ditches,  Elk  Chute  ditch, 
outlet  ditch,  floodway  channel  below  Big  Lake,  Cockle  Burr  Slough- 
Buffalo  Creek  channel  improvement,  and  ditch  No.  1.  All  of  the  im¬ 
provements  have  been  completed  except  for  the  last  two  which  have 
not  been  started.  In  addition,  over  the  years,  local  interests  have 
constructed  a  variety  of  flood  control  improvements. 

Flood  problem. — Inadequate  channel  capacities  in  the  Belle  Foun¬ 
tain  ditch  and  the  other  major  tributaries  results  in  flooding  along 
the  intensely  farmed  flood  plains  and  causes  considerable  damage  to 
crops  and  farm  improvements.  In  addition,  streets,  homes,  and 
improvements  in  Blytheville  and  Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Ark., 
are  also  damaged  during  major  floods. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Enlargement  of  66  miles  of 
existing  channels  in  the  Belle  Fountain  ditch  and  tributary  area  and 
the  cleanout  and  enlargement  of  35  miles  of  existing  channel  and 
installation  of  a  700-eubic-feet-per-second  pumping  station  in  Drainage 
District  No.  17. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  September  1967). — 

Federal _  $4,  638,  000 

Non-Federal _  _ 

Total _  4,  638,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $165,900  _  $165,900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _  40, 500  _  40, 500 


Total . . . . . .  206,400  .. _ _  206,400 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _  627,900 

Area  redevelopment _  26,000 


Total 


653,900 


Benejit-cost  ratio. — 3.2. 

Local  cooperation. — The  recommended  project  would  be  a  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River  project,  accordingly,  local  interests 
would  be  required  to  maintain  all  levees  in  conformance  with  the 
amendment  contained  in  section  10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 
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Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  strongly  en¬ 
dorses  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  cost¬ 
sharing  policy  for  local  flood  control  improvements  which  is  followed 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States  also  be  applied  to  new  authorizations 
for  such  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin.  Subject  to  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  above,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  believes  that 
the  cost-sharing  policy  for  local  flood  control  improvements  which  is 
followed  elsewhere  in  the  United  States  should  also  be  applied  to  new 
authorizations  for  such  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  Secretary  recommends  that  local  interests  be  required  to 
bear  the  cost  of  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way,  relocations,  and 
maintenance,  as  customarily  prescribed  for  local  flood  control  improve¬ 
ments  elsewhere.  Authorization  on  this  basis  would  decrease  the  initial 
Federal  cost  by  $1,692,000  and  the  annual  cost  of  maintenance  by 
$40,500. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  flood  losses  prevented  by 
the  recommended  project  are  for  a  large  agricultural  area  in  south¬ 
eastern  Missouri  and  northeastern  Arkansas.  It  believes  the  project 
to  be  economically  justified  and  recommends  its  adoption. 


Big  Sioux  River,  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  and  North  Sioux  City, 

S.  Dak. 

(S.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  study  is  concerned  with  the  lower  5.5  miles  of  the 
Big  Sioux  River  which  forms  the  boundary  between  Sioux  City,  Iowa, 
and  North  Sioux  City,  S.  Dak.  The  study  area  is  bounded  on  the 
east  by  high  bluffs  and  on  the  west  by  the  wide  flat  valley  of  the 
Missouri  River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
September  10,  1962. 

Existing  'project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  works 
on  the  lower  5.5  miles  of  the  Big  Sioux  River.  A  plan  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  lower  30  miles  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  was  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965.  However,  the  plan  is  not  adequate 
under  current  conditions.  A  commercial  navigation  harbor  project  at 
the  mouth  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  was  authorized  by  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1946.  Presently,  the  need  for  such  harbor  no  longer 
exists.  Local  flood  protection  projects  have  constructed  in  the  up¬ 
stream  portion  of  the  basin  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service.  State  and  local  interests  have  also  undertaken 
measures  to  improve  recreation  and  fishing  and  control  bank  erosion 
of  various  locations  throughout  the  basin. 
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Flood  problem. — Major  floods  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  Big  Sioux 
River  Basin  are  caused  by  snowmelt  runoff.  Recent  spring  floods  in 
the  study  area  occurred  in  I960,  1962,  and  1965  and  caused  approxi¬ 
mately  $2  million  in  damages  to  highway  bridges,  and  other  utilities 
and  to  residential  and  commercial  properties.  The  extent  of  flood  and 
erosion  damages  and  the  potential  threat  to  life  can  be  expected  to 
increase  as  development  continues. 

Becommended  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  straightening  and 
enlargement  of  the  existing  Big  Sioux  River  with  related  bank  stabili¬ 
zation  measures  in  the  4-mile  upstream  rearch  and  construction  of  a 
new  1.5-mile  cutoff  channel  to  the  Missouri  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1966). — ■ 

Federal _ _ _ _ $2,  750,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  160,  000 

Total _  2,  910,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Operation  and  maintenance . . . 

.  $109,400 

$6, 400 

29,  200 

$115, 800 
29. 200 

Total.. . . . 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  control _ _ _ 

. .  109,400 

35,  GOO 

145,  000 
‘  182, 000 

1  Includes  $73, 000  of  flood-induced  erosion  benefits. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  completion;  prevent 
obstruction  or  encroachment  that  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying 
capacity  of  the  improved  channel;  provide  without  cost  all  required 
relocations  or  alterations  of  roads,  buildings,  and  utilities;  annually 
inform  affected  interests  that  complete  flood  protection  is  not  provided; 
and  provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  preventing  unwise  and  un¬ 
economical  future  development  of  the  flood  plain  area. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  re¬ 
quirements. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable- 
Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Bemarks.— Recent  spring  floods  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  have  caused 
severe  flood  and  erosion  damages  to  highway  bridges,  utilities,  resi¬ 
dential  and  commerical  properties  in  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  and  North 
Sioux  City,  S.  Dak.  The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  channel 
improvements  and  new  cutoff  channel  to  the  Missouri  River  will 
provide  a  significant  reduction  in  these  recurring  damages  and  reduce 
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the  potential  threat  to  loss  of  life.  The  committee  further  notes  that 
the  proposed  improvements  are  compatible  with  water  resources 
developments  proposed  by  other  Federal  and  local  agencies  in  the 
basin  and  considers  the  project  to  be  well  justified  and  urgently 
needed. 

However,  the  committee  is  distressed  with  the  lack  of  coordination 
between  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota  relating  to  agreements 
on  a  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  plan  as  well  as  a  flood  control  plan 
for  the  reach  of  the  river  above  Sioux  City.  The  committee  feels  that 
sufficient  time  has  elapsed  since  the  original  project  was  authorized 
in  1965  for  local  interests  to  reach  accord  on  this  problem,  and  that 
negotiations  to  resolve  the  differences  should  proceed  without  further 
delay.  Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  deauthorize  the 
project  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965,  as  well  as  the 
improvement  approved  in  this  bill,  if  agreement  is  not  reached  within 
a  period  of  1  year  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  measure.  At 
such  time  as  formal  agreement  is  reached  by  the  affected  States,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  should  notify  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  President  of  the  Senate.  If  response  is  not 
received  by  the  end  of  1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
act,  authorization  for  construction  of  improvements  on  the  Big  Sioux 
River  will  expire  as  provided  for  in  this  legislation. 

Big  South  Fork  Cumberland  River,  Ky.  and  Tenn. 

(H.  Doc.  175,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River  is  located  in 
north-central  Tennessee  and  southeastern  Kentucky. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committees 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  on  March  12,  1949,  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  April  18,  1951. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  in  the  Big 
South  Fork  Basin.  There  are  six  existing  or  authorized  dam  and 
reservoir  projects  in  the  Cumberland  River  Basin  which  would  be 
affected  by  the  recommended  project. 

Flood  problem. — Local  interests  desire  construction  of  reservoirs 
to  provide  power,  flood  control,  and  recreation  and  to  improve  the 
economic  status  of  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  provides  for  a  multiple- 
purpose  dam  and  reservoir  on  Big  South  Fork,  Cumberland  River 
Basin,  Ky.  and  Tenn.,  for  power,  flood  control,  and  other  purposes, 
at  Devils  Jumps;  additional  reservoir  clearing  at  Wolf  Creek  project; 
and  modification  of  Lake  Cumberland  operation  by  transferring  255,- 
000  acre-feet  of  flood  control  storage  to  Devils  Jumps  Reservoir. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  adjusted  to  106 f). — 

Federal _ 1  $151,  000,  000 

Project  economics  ( revised  to  196 J  price  levels  and  S.  Doc.  97  economic 
criteria ) . — 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ $5,  405,  400 

Maintenance  and  operation  and  major  replacements _  743,  600 

Economic  losses _  41,  000 

Total . . . . . .  6,  190,  000 
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Annual  benefits: 

Hydroelectric  power _ $10,  445,  700 

Recreation _  450,  000 

Area  redevelopment _  847,  000 


Total _ _ _  11,742,700 


1  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  lA  the  separable  costs  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
currently  estimated  at  $993,000. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation.— After  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress  the 
1965  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  was  enacted  which  requires 
that  local  interests  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  they  will  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind, 
or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of 
the  separable  cost  of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated 
at  $993,000;  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ment  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the 
amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $133,000  on  an  average 
annual  basis. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

State  of  Tennessee:  Favorable. 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority:  Project  power  would  not  beat- 
tractive  to  TVA. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
states  that  the  President  in  his  natural  resources  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  instructed  the  Bureau  to  reevaluate  current  standards  for  ap¬ 
praising  the  feasibility  of  water  resource  projects.  If  the  Devils 
Jumps  project  is  authorized  by  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  would  expect 
that  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the  Devils 
Jumps  project,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  reallocate  the  costs  of 
the  project  to  the  extent  necessary  to  conform  to  the  water  resources 
evaluation  standards  adopted  by  the  administration.  The  Bureau  ad¬ 
vises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  report 
to  the  Congress.  In  accordance  with  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  project  economics  and  cost  allocations  have  been  revised  to 
conform  with  current  standards. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  hydroelectric  power  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  recommended  Devils  Jumps  project  could  be  readily 
utilized  in  the  area  power  loads.  The  committee  also  notes  that  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  project,  which  would  be  located  in  the  Appalachia  de¬ 
pressed  area,  would  significantly  improve  the  economic  condition  of 
the  region. 
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Cape  Fear  River  Basin,  N.C.,  Randleman  and  Howards  Mill 

Projects 

(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Deep  River,  in  central  North  Carolina,  a  headwater 
stream  of  the  Cape  Fear  River. 

Authority. — An  item  in  Public  Law  88-253,  approved  December  30, 
1963. 

Existing  project. — None  in  this  part  of  the  Cape  Fear  River  basin. 
The  New  Hope  Reservoir  on  Haw  River,  a  headwater  stream  of  the 
Cape  Fear  River,  is  under  construction. 

Problem. — bloods  occur  in  the  Cape  Fear  River  basin  during  all 
seasons.  Average  annual  estimated  damage  is  $883,000,  of  which  17 
percent  occurs  along  Deep  River.  There  also  is  a  need  for  storage  of 
water  supply,  for  water  quality  control,  and  for  recreation. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  dam  and  reservoir  at  the 
Randleman  and  Howards  Mill  sites. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level). — 


Randleman  Dam 
and  Reservoir 

Howards  Mill 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Total  project 

Federal . . . 

Non-Federal . . . 

.  1  $19, 463, 000 

$12, 460, 000 

$31,923, 000 

Total.. . 

.  19, 463, 000 

12,460, 000 

31,923, 000 

>  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  amounts  currently  estimated  at  $3,448,000  for  water  supply  and 
$3,402,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

z  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  amount  currently  estimated  at  $1,315,000  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Randleman  Dam  and  Reservoir: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _ 

_  $606, 000 

_  40, 000 

0 

$161,  000 

$606, 000 
201,000 

Total . . 

646,000 

161,000 

807, 000 

Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

432,000 

0 

432, 000 
140, 000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _ 

_  45, 000 

95, 000 

Total.. . . 

 477, 000 

95,  000 

572, 000 

Total  project: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _ 

_  1,038,000 

_  85, 000 

0 

256,  000 

1,038,  000 
341,  000 

Total . . . . 

.  1, 123,  000 

256, 000 

1,379,  000 

Randleman 

Howards  Mill 

Dam  and 

Dam  and  Total,  project 

Reservoir 

Reservoir 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control... . 

Water  supply . . . 

Water  quality  control _ _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 


$201,000  $335,000  $536,000 

157,000  _ _  157,000 

175,000  . . .  175,000 

729,000  518,000  1,247,000 


Total. 


1,262,000  853,000  2,115,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 

Ranclleman  Dam  and  Reservoir,  1.6. 

Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir,  1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay  one-half  of  the 
separable  cost  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement, 
estimated  at  $1,610,000  for  Randleman  Dam  and  Reservoir  and 
$1,315,000  for  Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir;  bear  all  costs  of 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  estimated  at  $98,000  annually  for  the 
Randleman  site  and  $95,000  for  the  Howards  Mill  site;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  resulting  from  construction 
and  operation  of  the  project;  and  prevent  encroachment  on  down¬ 
stream  channels.  For  the  Randleman  site  pay  all  costs  allocated  to 
water  supply,  estimated  at  $1,429,000  for  construction  and  $10,000 
annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  major  replacements;  pay 
all  construction  costs  of  the  sewer-interceptor  system  allocated  to 
water  supply,  estimated  at  $2,019,000,  and  bear  all  costs  of  opera¬ 
tion,  maintenance,  and  replacements  estimated  at  $19,000  annually; 
pay  one-half  the  construction  cost  of  the  sewer-interceptor  system 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  estimated 
at  $1,792,000,  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacements,  estimated  at  $34,000  annually;  undertake  all  practical 
measures  to  control  stream  pollution;  exercise  legal  capability  control 
against  removal  of  streamflow;  provided  that  Federal  participation 
required  to  safeguard  the  water  quality  shall  not  be  a  substitute  for 
responsibility  of  local  interests  to  provide  adequate  treatment.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  would  expect  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  reexamine  the  cost  allocation  prior  to  construc¬ 
tion  to  insure  that  the  project  conforms  to  existing  policy. 

Remarks. — The  project  will  provide  urgently  needed  flood  control  in 
the  Cape  Fear  River  Basin  during  all  seasons.  Also,  water  supply 
and  water  quality  control  needs  will  be  alleviated. 


Clear  Creek,  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location.— Clear  Creek  and  its  tributaries  drain  an  area  of  about 
250  square  miles  in  the  coastal  area  of  Texas  extending  from  the 
southern  portion  of  the  city  of  Houston  to  the  west  side  of  Galveston 
Bay. 
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Authority. — Section  209  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  Oc¬ 
tober  23,  1962. 

Existing  projects. — There  are  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  flood 
control  projects  on  Clear  Creek.  Local  drainage  districts  and  other 
local  agencies  have  constructed  flood  control  and  drainage  improve¬ 
ments  on  Clear  Creek  and  major  tributaries.  An  existing  Federal 
shallow  draft  navigation  project  in  the  lower  reaches  of  Clear  Creek 
and  Clear  Lake  is  compatible  with  the  proposed  project. 

Flood  problems. — The  existing  flood  control  improvements  do  not 
afford  the  degree  of  protection  that  should  be  provided  for  the  rapidly 
growing  residential  and  commercial  developments  occurring  adjacent 
to  Clear  Creek.  It  is  estimated  that  $5  million  in  damages  would 
result  from  the  occurrence  of  a  standard  project  flood  under  existing 
conditions  of  development.  Based  on  the  accelerated  growth  rate, 
the  flood  damage  potential  can  be  expected  to  increase  markedly  in 
future  years. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvements. — The  proposed  project  would 
provide  for  enlargement  and  rectification  of  31  miles  of  Clear  Creek 
Channel  upstream  of  Clear  Lake  to  Houston.  The  improved  channel 
will  have  bottom  widths  varying  from  200  feet  at  the  lower  end  to  76 
feet  in  the  upper  reaches  and  will  provide  protection  against  a  100- 
year  flood. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  January  1967). — 

Federal _ $12,  600,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  300,  000 

Total _  18,  900,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .  $454,600  $227,400  $682,000 

Maintenance.. . . . — .  60,000  60,000 


Total . . . . . .  454,600  287,400  742,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damage  prevention . . . . — . .  1,944,000 

Land  enhancement _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  183,000 


Total . . . . . . . . . .  2,127,000 


Benejit-cost  ratio. — 2.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  oper¬ 
ate  all  works  after  completion;  prevent  obstruction  or  encroachment 
that  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved  channel ; 
provide  without  cost  all  required  relocations  or  alterations  of  roads, 
buildings,  bridges  (except  railroad  bridges),  and  various  utilities; 
annually  inform  all  interested  parties  that  the  project  will  provide 
protection  up  to  the  100-year  flood  but  will  not  provide  protection  from 
hurricane  or  storm  tide  flooding;  coordinate  appropriate  local  agencies 
to  provide  and  maintain  adequate  lateral  channels  and  drains  without 
cost  to  the  United  States;  and  provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  wise 
flood  plain  management. 
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Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  require¬ 
ments. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that  over 
70  percent  of  the  total  annual  benefits  arise  from  protection  and 
encouragement  of  future  development  in  the  flood  plain.  The  Bureau 
states  this  provides  an  opportunity  to  pursue  nonstructural  measures 
to  reduce  flood  plain  damage  and  promote  wise  and  economic  use  of 
the  flood  plain.  The  Bureau  concurs  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Army’s 
recommendation  that  the  project  should  be  reviewed  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction  to  determine  if  the  size  and  scope  of  the  proposed  plan 
should  be  modified  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  between 
structural  works,  flood  plain  regulation,  and  a  broad  flood  plain 
management  program.  The  Bureau  urges  the  corps  to  further  encour¬ 
age  the  State  and  other  local  governmental  units  to  develop  a  flood 
plain  management  program  through  providing  technical  services  and 
guidance.  Subject  to  consideration  of  the  above,  the  Bureau  has  no 
objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  channel  enlarge¬ 
ment  and  rectification  of  about  31  miles  of  Clear  Creek  will  provide 
an  adequate  degree  of  flood  protection  to  the  rapidty  urbanizing 
area  in  the  vicinity  of  Houston,  Tex.  Because  of  the  accelerated  growth 
rate,  the  flood  damage  potential  is  expected  to  increase  markedly  in 
future  years.  The  committee  believes  that  from  an  engineering  and 
economic  standpoint  of  costs,  degree  of  flood  protection  provided, 
and  evaluated  benefits,  the  recommended  channel  improvements 
comprises  the  best  suited  plan  for  flood  protection  on  Clear  Creek. 


Crooked  Creek,  Vicinity  of  Harrison,  Ark. 

(S.  Doc.  28,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Crooked  Creek  is  a  right  bank  tributary  of  the  White 
River  in  north-central  Arkansas.  The  stream  rises  in  the  northwest 
part  of  Newton  County  and  flows  northward  to  Harrison  in  Boone 
County,  thence  eastward  about  76  miles  to  the  White  River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
May  16,  1961. 

Existing  project. — There  has  been  no  Federal  project  constructed  on 
Crooked  Creek.  A  soil  conservation  service  work  plan  has  been 
approved  by  the  Committees  on  Agriculture  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House.  This  plan  includes  land  treatment  measures  and  22  floodwater 
retarding  structures.  Three  of  the  22  structures  would  be  deleted  if 
the  corps  multiple-purpose  project  is  authorized.  Subsequent  to  a 
disastrous  flood  in  1961  local  interests  completed  an  urban  renewal 
project  which  included  a  levee  and  floodwall  along  Crooked  and  Dry 
Jordan  Creeks. 

Flood  problem. — Minor  flooding  from  Crooked  Creek  occurs  at 
Harrison  and  vicinity  on  the  average  of  3  to  4  times  a  year  under 
present  conditions,  and  major  floods  occur  about  once  every  4  years. 
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The  most  disastrous  flood  occurred  on  May  7,  1961.  with  an  estimated 
peak  flow  of  54,000  cubic  feet  per  second  near  the  downstream  city 
limits  of  Harrison.  The  flood  caused  the  loss  of  four  lives  and  damages 
of  $5,278,000  in  the  city  and  $66,000  in  the  rural  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  on  East  Fork  of 
Crooked  Creek  and  for  raising  the  existing,  locally  constructed,  levee 
and  floodwall  within  the  city  of  Harrison. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  March  1965 ).- — - 

Federal _ 1  $2,  840,  000 

Non-Federal _  20,  000 

Total... _ _  2,860,000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  an  estimated  $1 ,533,000  for  water  supply  and  a  portion  of  the  reservoi 
costs  allocated  to  flood  control,  presently  estimated  at  $251,000.  The  net  cost  to  the  Federal  Govermnenr 
would  be  an  estimated  $1,056,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . .  $93,000  $700  $93,700 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ _ _ _  21,300  21,300 


Total. . . . . . . . .  93,000  22,000  115,000 


Annual  benefits; 

Flood  control _ _ _ _ _ _ _  51,680 

Water  supply . . . . . . . .  95,000 

Recreation _ _ _ _ _ _  4,500 


Total.. . . . . . . .  151,180 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — For  the  reservoir:  reimburse  the  United  States 
for  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  storage  currently  estimated 
at  $1,533,000;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all  water 
rights  claims  resulting  from  construction;  prior  to  construction 
either  reimburse  or  enter  into  a  contract  to  reimburse  the  United 
States  for  the  cost  of  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations 
allocated  to  flood  control,  presently  estimated  at  $251,000;  maintain 
and  operate  the  reservoir  for  all  purposes  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  For  the  levee  and 
floodwall:  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments  and  rights-of-way;  accomplish  all  relocations  and  alterations 
made  necessary  by  the  construction  works;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  works  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  prevent  encroachment  on  existing 
and  improved  channels  of  Crooked  Creek  and  Dry  Jordan  Creek 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  city;  and  provide  if  necessary,  a  ponding 
area  or  pumping  capacity  at  the  intersection  of  the  levees  along  the 
left  bank  of  Crooked  Creek  and  the  right  bank  of  Dry  Jordan  Creek 
to  prevent  flooding  from  interior  runoff.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 
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Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you 
a  draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instruc¬ 
tions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  woidd  consider  this  project  as 
unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  and  raising  the  exist¬ 
ing  levee  and  floodwali  within  the  city  of  Harrison  to  reduce  the  dam¬ 
ages  caused  to  valuable  urban  properties  by  frequent  flooding  and 
provide  a  dependable  source  of  water  supply  for  the  city  of  Harrison. 
The  committee  notes  that  the  project  was  well  coordinated  with  a 
Soil  Conservation  Service  work  plan  for  the  watershed.  The  commit¬ 
tee  believes  the  project  well  justified  and  will  greatly  reduce  the  poten¬ 
tial  danger  of  loss  of  life  and  recommends  its  authorization  as  reported 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 


Cucamonga  Creek,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  323,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Cucamonga  Creek  basin  comprises  a  drainage  area 
of  82  square  miles  in  the  nortwestern  part  of  the  Santa  Ana  River 
Basin  in  San  Bernardino  and  Riverside  Counties,  Calif.,  approxi¬ 
mately  40  miles  east  of  Los  Angeles. 

Authority.— Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  February  24,  1960. 

Existing  project.- — Local  interests  have  constructed  some  partial- 
protection  works.  There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control  in  Cucamonga  Creek  Basin.  However,  runoff  from  the 
basin  flows  into  Prado  Reservoir  which  was  constructed  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  in  1941. 

Flood  problem.- — Because  of  inadequate  channel  capacities  and 
bridge  openings,  floodwaters  are  causing  recurring  damages.  The 
flood  damage  potential  has  increased  greatly  with  the  increase  in 
population  and  urban  development  that  is  taking  place. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Debris  collection  basins  and  a 
diversion  levee  in  the  headwaters,  with  a  system  of  rectangular 
channels  aggregating  25  miles  in  length. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1965). — 

Federal _ $26,  300,  000 

Non-Federal -  8,  200,  000 


Total 


34,  500,  000 
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Project  economics. — - 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . .  $862,000  $370,000  $1,232,000 

Maintenance  and  operation... . . .  0  83,000  83.000 


Total . . .  862,000  453,000  1,315,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented.. . . . . .  2, 104, 000 

Decrease  in  maintenance  cost. . . . . .  26, 000 


Total 


2,130, 000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way. 
Perform  all  necessary  alteration  and  modifications  of  highways, 
roads,  streets,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  drainage  facilities. 
Deposit  funds  with  the  United  States  to  cover  the  cost  of  constructing 
outlets  from  the  proposed  channels  to  permit  diversion  of  streamflows 
to  spreading  grounds  for  percolation  into  underground  basins.  Hold 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  of  the  works 
and  from  damages  arising  from  any  water-rights  claims.  Operate 
and  maintain  the  works  after  completion  including  removal  of  debris 
to  maintain  adequate  storage  capacities  in  the  debris  basins.  Prevent 
any  encroachment  that  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying  capacities 
of  the  channels  or  that  would  reduce  the  debris  storage  capacities 
of  the  debris  basins.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  78  percent  of  flood  control  benefits  accrue  to  future  devel¬ 
opment  in  the  flood  plain  and  believes  that  both  structural  measures 
and  flood  plain  management  will  be  necessary.  Since  it  is  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  local  interests  to  adopt  an  adequate  flood  plain  management 
program,  the  Bureau  urges  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  encourage  local 
interests  to  take  necessary  action  by  furnishing  technical  services  and 
guidance.  The  Bureau  also  recommends  that  the  economics  be  re¬ 
evaluated  during  preconstruction  planning  so  that  specific  guidelines 
established  by  the  Federal  agencies  for  implementing  Executive  Order 
11296  can  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  projection  of  future 
developments.  Subject  to  consideration  of  these  comments,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
states  that  during  preconstruction  planning,  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
will  review  the  size  and  scope  of  the  project  and  modify  the  plan  as 
needed  to  achieve  the  most  reasonable  balance  between  structural 
works,  flood  plain  regulation  mentioned  in  the  State’s  letter  as  a 
requirement  of  the  State  water  code,  and  a  broad  program  of  flood 
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plain  management.  The  objective  of  the  review  is  to  avoid  uneconomic, 
hazardous,  or  unnecessary  further  development  in  the  flood  plain. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  project  would  relieve  a  longstanding  flood 
problem  which  has  been  accelerated  by  the  increasing  population  and 
urbanization  of  the  area.  The  project  is  well  justified. 


Dade  County,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  335,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  shoreline  under  study  consists  of  about  14.5  miles 
of  the  Atlantic  coast  of  Dade  County  north  of  Government  Cut,  and 
includes  Miami  Beach  and  a  number  of  smaller  coastal  communities. 

Authority. — Authority  for  the  study  is  contained  in  section  2  of 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3,  1930,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented;  and  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  beach 
erosion  control  or  hurricane  protection. 

Erosion  and  hurricane  problem. — Recession  of  the  shore  is  causing 
loss  of  valuable  beaches  and  property,  and  is  placing  seawalls  and 
other  structures  under  direct  wave  attack.  Many  of  the  most  intense 
hurricanes  of  record  have  passed  over  or  near  the  study  area.  Hurri¬ 
cane  tides  and  waves  generated  in  the  ocean  and  in  Biscayne  Bay  in 
past  hurricanes  have  caused  major  tidal  flooding  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  recommended  plan  of  im¬ 
provement  provides  for  construction  of  a  protective  beach  and  dune 
and  periodic  nourishment  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane 
protection  between  Government  Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet,  a 
protective  beach  and  periodic  nourishment  at  Haulover  Beach  Park. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  196  f). — 


Government 
Cut  to  Bakers 
Haulover  Inlet 

Haulover 
Beach  Park 

Total 

Federal... _ _ _ _ 

Non-Federal. . . . . 

_  $11,262,000 

_  17,338,000 

$543, 000 
337,  000 

>$11,805, 000 
>  17, 675,  000 

Total . . . 

_  28, 600, 000 

880, 000 

29, 480, 000 

1  Federal  cost  could  increase  to  $17,701,000  and  non-Federal  cost  decrease  to  $11,779,000  with  the  establishment  of 
public  ownership  and  use  of  all  beaches  in  the  recommended  project. 

Project  economics  ( based  on  present 

ownership) . — 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

Maintenance.. . . .  .  ...  . . 

Periodic  nourishment .  . . . 

_  $471,000 

_  0 

_  79, 000 

$703,  000 
17,000 
392,  000 

$1,174,000 
17, 000 
471,000 

Total . . .  . . 

_  550, 000 

1,112, 000 

1,662,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

Prevention  of  loss  of  land _ _ 

Recreational  use  of  beaches. _ _ 

740,  000 
470,  000 
3, 240,  000 

Total . . . 

4, 450,  000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  for  the  first  costs  of  the 
work  between  Government  Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet:  Amounts 
ranging  from  60.2  percent  with  existing  shorefront  ownership,  presently 
estimated  at  $17,005,000,  to  39.3  percent,  with  public  shorefront 
ownership,  presently  estimated  at  $11 ,109,000 ;  100  percent  of  the 
cost  required  for  filling  landward  of  the  project  limit,  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $1,050,000;  and  for  the  work  at  Haulover  Beach  Park, 
contribute  21.3  percent  of  the  first  cost,  an  amount  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $147,000;  contribute  in  cash  for  the  first  10  years  of  project 
life,  amounts  ranging  from  88.9  percent  of  the  nourishment  cost  for 
the  beach,  with  existing  ownership,  to  60.7  percent  with  public  owner¬ 
ship,  and  the  entire  maintenance  cost  for  the  dune,  all  between  Govern¬ 
ment  Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet,  now  estimated  at  from  $378,000 
to  $258,000  and  $17,000  annually,  respectively,  the  final  apportion¬ 
ment  of  costs  to  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  actual  costs,  and  shore 
ownership  and  use  at  the  time  of  construction;  and  30  percent  of  the 
nourishment  cost  for  Haulover  Beach  Park,  now  estimated  at  $14,000 
annually,  such  contribution  to  be  prior  to  each  nourishment  operation; 
provide  at  their  own  expense  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  rights-of- 
way,  and  relocations  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project,  now  estimated  at  $190,000  for  the  combined  beach 
erosion  control-hurricane  protection  project  between  Government  Cut 
and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet,  and  $10,000  for  the  beach  erosion  control 
project  at  Haulover  Beach  Park;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  claims  for  damages  that  may  result  from  construction  or  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  improvement;  assure  continued  public  ownership  and 
use  of  the  shore  upon  which  the  amount  of  Federal  participation  is 
based,  and  its  administration  for  public  use  during  the  economic  life 
of  the  project;  assure  maintenance  of  the  groin,  and  after  the  first  10 
years  of  project  life,  periodic  nourishment  of  the  protective  beach  and 
maintenance  of  the  dune  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project,  as 
may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose;  assure  that  water 
pollution  that  would  endanger  the  health  of  bathers  will  not  be  per¬ 
mitted;  prevent  removal  or  relocation  by  man  of  fill  from  the  beach 
berm  and  dune,  thereby  insuring  proper  dimensions  and  elevations  as 
called  for  by  the  plan  of  improvement;  prevent  the  erection  of  barriers 
to  the  littoral  movement  of  material  that  would  interfere  with  the 
nourishment  of  the  beach;  maintain  throughout  the  project  life,  at 
the  parks  qualifying  for  70-percent  Federal  participation,  a  zone  that 
excludes  permanent  human  habitation  and  areas  that  include  but  are 
not  limited  to  recreational  beaches,  that  satisfy  criteria  for  conserva¬ 
tion  sufficient  distance  to  protect  the  uplands  from  damage,  and  that 
provide  essentially  full  park  facilities  for  public  use,  all  of  which  shall 
meet  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  at  least  annually  inform 
interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide  complete  protection 
from  a  hurricane  tide  level  equal  to  or  higher  in  elevation  than  that  of 
the  hurricane  of  September  1926  and  will  not  reduce  flooding  resulting 
from  tides  generated  in  the  bay;  and  establish  in  public  ownership  for 
public  use.  Local  interests  are  willing  and  able  to  meet  these  require¬ 
ments. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes 
that  the  preponderance  of  benefits  estimated  for  the  proposed  project 
between  Government  Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet  would  accrue, 
on  the  basis  of  existing  shorefront  ownership,  to  beaches  presently  in 
public  ownership  and  use.  As  a  result,  it  believes  the  economic  justifi¬ 
cation  for  the  proposed  improvements  along  shorefront  presently  in 
private  ownership  is  questionable.  The  Bureau  states  that  assurances 
of  public  access  and  use  of  these  beaches  would  provide  opportunity 
for  dispersion  of  projected  recreational  use  along  the  entire  length  of 
the  project  and  opportunity  for  possibly  even  greater  recreational  use 
than  estimated  in  the  report.  Further,  it  agrees  fully  with  the  views 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  it  is  important  to  insure  that  the 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds  for  this  project  will  result  in  commensu¬ 
rate  public  benefit. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  therefore,  concurs  in  the  recommendation 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  project  authorization  provide 
that,  prior  to  construction,  local  interests  furnish  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  establish  and  con¬ 
tinue  public  use  of  all  of  the  new  beach  fill  seaward  of  the  landward 
limit  of  the  project  together  with  acceptable  access  and  other  facilities 
necessary  for  public  use. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
believes  that  it  is  important  to  insure  that  adequate  public  benefit 
will  result  from  the  Federal  expenditure.  He  recommends,  therefore, 
that  the  projects  for  Deach  erosion  control  and  hurricane  protection 
be  authorized  in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report:  Provided, 
that  in  addition  thereto,  prior  to  construction,  local  interests  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will 
establish  and  continue  public  use  of  all  of  the  new  beach  fill  seaward 
of  the  landward  limit  of  the  project. 

Remarks. — The  project  is  needed  to  prevent  loss  of  valuable  beaches 
and  property,  and  for  protection  of  seawalls  and  other  shoreline 
structures. 


Delaware  Coast 
(S.  Doc. — 90th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Atlantic  Ocean  shore  of  Delaware,  Cape  Henlopen  south 
to  Fenwick  Island  (Delaware-Maryland  line). 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  approved 
January  7,  1963. 

Existing  'project. — Federal  beach  restoration  and  nourishment  proj¬ 
ect  from  Rehoboth  Beach  to  Indian  River  Inlet,  phis  various  naviga¬ 
tion  improvements.  Recommended  project  will  be  in  lieu  of  existing 
beach  restoration  project. 
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Problem. — Severe  erosion  occurs  throughout  the  study  area,  endan¬ 
gering  existing  shore  developments.  This  erosion  is  the  result  of 
normal  erosion  processes  plus  the  effect  of  hurricanes  and  other  storms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— Beach  widening;  dune,  bulk¬ 
head,  stone  revetment,  and  sand  fence  construction;  planting  dune 
grass;  and  periodic  beach  nourishment.  Project  consists  of  reach  1, 
13.6  miles,  Cape  Henlopen  to  Indian  River  Inlet,  and  reach  2,  10.9 
miles,  Indian  River  Inlet  to  Fenwick  Island,  either  of  which  may  be 
constructed  independently  of  the  other. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level).— 

Federal _ $5,584,000 

Non-Federal _  2,  460,  000 

Total _  8,044,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . .  . . 

Maintenance  and  operations,  replacements  and  personal  nourish¬ 
ment  _ _ _  ...  .  _  ... 

$220, 600 

270, 200 

$97, 700 

774, 100 

$318, 300 

1,044, 300 

Total . . . . . 

490,800 

871,800 

1,362,600 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . . . . . 

Beach  recreation.. . . . . . . 

Land  enhancement..  ...  .  . . . . 

Decreased  maintenance . . . . . . . 

1,610, 000 
386, 000 
54,  000 
9,  000 

Total . . . . 

2, 059, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Reach  1:  1.4;  reach  2:  1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  31  percent  of  total  first  cost,  estimated  at 
$2,460,000;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way  required; 
accomplish  all  necessary  alternations  and  relocations;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction;  maintain 
all  works  after  completion,  including  maintenance  and  replacement  of 
existing  groins ;  assure  continued  public  ownership  and  use  of  pertinent 
shore;  adopt  ordinances  to  provide  for  dune  preservation;  control 
water  pollution;  maintain  a  zone  excluding  permanent  human  habita¬ 
tion;  inform  interests  annually  that  project  will  not  provide  complete 
hurricane  tide  protection.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness 
and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Delaware:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  local  interests  desire  measur 
to  restore  and  stabilize  the  beaches  along  the  Delaware  coast.  They 
believe  that  improvements  in  the  interest  of  beach  erosion  control  and 
hurricane  protection  are  justified  in  view  of  the  increasing  value  of 
beaches  and  resort  communities  as  recreational  and  summer  resi- 


70 


dential  areas.  Authorization  at  this  time  of  the  proposed  plan  for 
beach  erosion  control  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is 
needed  for  prevention  of  seiious  erosion  throughout  the  study  area, 
which  is  endangering  existing  shore  developments,  and  will  fully  meet 
the  desires  of  local  interests  in  the  State  of  Delaware.  The  committee 
considers  this  to  be  a  most  worthy  project  and  accordingly  recom¬ 
mends  its  adoption. 

Feather  River  Near  Chester,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  314,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  town  of  Chester  is  located  in  northeastern  Cali¬ 
fornia,  about  125  miles  north  of  Sacramento,  on  the  North  Fork  of 
leather  River  which  drains  a  115-scpiare-mile  area  above  the  town. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Chester. 

Flood  problems. — Flood  flows  cause  heavy  deposition  in  stream  chan¬ 
nels  through  the  town  which  results  in  loss  of  channel  capacity  and 
contributes  to  the  stranding  of  debris.  Floodwaters  then  leave  the 
channel  and  spread  over  the  flood  plain  on  which  the  town  is  located. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  eartlifill  diversion  dam  with  a  crest  length  of  about  850 
feet  and  a  maximum  height  of  about  45  feet.  Diverted  flows  would  be 
confined  within  an  old  channel  by  levees  10,200  feet  long  on  the  left 
bank  and  6,000  feet  long  on  the  right  bank. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  Judy  1966). — 


Federal _ _  $940,  000 

Non-Federal _ L _ _ _  820,  000 

Total _  1,  760,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. .  $31,000  $31,000  $62,000 

Maintenance  and  operation .  0  9,000  9,000 


Total... . . . .  31,000  40,000  71,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . . . . . . . .  83,000 

Area  redevelopment . . . . . . . . . . .  4,000 

Total . . . . . . . . . . .  87,000 


Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate 
the  works  after  completion;  accomplish  all  relocations  of  buildings, 
utilities,  bridges  and  roads,  sewers  and  pipelines,  and  other  alterations 
which  may  be  required  for  construction  of  the  project;  adjust  all 
claims  concerning  water  rights;  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations 
designed  to  prevent  encroachment  of  any  type  that  would  impair 
the  flood  control  effectiveness  of  the  works.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  projected  annual  benefits  would  not  equal  the  average 
annual  costs  of  the  project  for  nearly  30  years.  Therefore,  the  Bureau 
would  expect  the  Chief  of  Engineers  prior  to  requesting  construction 
appropriations  to  review  the  timing  of  initiation  of  the  pi’oject.  Sub¬ 
ject  to  consideration  of  these  comments  the  Bureau  has  no  objection 
to  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — In  accordance  with  the 
comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will 
review  the  timing  of  initiation  of  the  project  prior  to  requesting  appro¬ 
priations  of  funds  for  construction.  Since  the  Federal  cost  for  this 
project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states: 

In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions  referred 
to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthor¬ 
ized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legis¬ 
lation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  would  relieve  a  serious 
flooding  situation  in  the  city  of  Chester  and  is  economically  justified. 


Hillsborough  Bay,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  313,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Northeast  extension  of  Tampa  Bay  on  the  west-central 
coast  of  the  Florida  peninsula. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  first  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — None  for  hurricane  protection. 

Flood  problem. — Hurricanes  passing  over  or  near  Hillsborough  Bay 
have  caused  extremely  high  tides  at  Tampa,  resulting  in  serious 
flooding  and  property  damage  in  both  residential  and  industrial  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — An  earthfill  levee  and  barrier, 
with  two  ungated  navigation  openings,  about  58,000  feet  from  Gadsen 
Point  to  the  mainland  south  of  Little  Manatee  River.  A  comprehen¬ 
sive  hydraulic  model  be  constructed,  operated,  and  maintenance  for 
the  study  of  water  utilization  and  control  in  the  Tampa  Bay  region. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  196 Jf). — 


Hurricane  Model  study  Total 
project 


Federal . . . _ .  $9,159,000  $750,000  $9,909,000 

Non-Federal . . . . __  3,925,000  . . .  3,925,000 


Total 


13, 084, 000 


750, 000 


13, 834,  000 
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Project  economics  (for  hurricane  project). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

Maintenance . . . . . . 

. .  $364,600 

.  400 

$156, 200 
40,000 

$520,800 
40, 400 

Total  . . . .  . 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented . _ 

.  365, 000 

196, 200 

561,200 
600, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio .- — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  reallocations  required  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $35,000;  bear 
30  percent  of  the  first  cost,  exclusive  of  navigation  aids,  a  sum  presently 
estimated  at  $3,925,000  consisting  of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $3,890,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start 
of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs 
to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works,  except  navigation  aids,  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 
and  at  least  annually  notify  interests  affected  of  the  degree  of  protec¬ 
tion  provided  and  of  local  actions  to  be  taken  during  hurricane 
emergencies.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  and  ability  to 
meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
states  that  because  of  the  project’s  very  marginal  justification,  it  is 
its  view  that  the  further  detailed  studies  should  be  completed  before 
the  proposed  barrier  improvements  are  considered  for  authorization. 
Thus,  it  believes  authorization  of  construction  of  the  proposed  barrier 
improvements  at  this  time  would  be  premature.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  concurs  in  the  Chief  of  Engineers’  recommendation  that  a 
complete  investigation  and  study  of  water  utilization ,  and  control  in 
the  Tampa  Bay  region  be  authorized.  It  believes  however,  that  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  should  carefully  investigate  alternatives  to  the 
hydraulic  model  such  as  computer  model  analysis  and  the  more  con¬ 
ventional  water  resources  analysis  methods  and  prepare  a  cost  effec¬ 
tiveness  analysis  for  such  alternatives.  It  further  believes  that  a  com¬ 
plete  investigation  and  study  of  water  utilization  and  control  in  the 
Tampa  Bay  region  should  be  a  multiagency  effort  involving  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  other  Federal  agencies,  and  interested 
State  agencies. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  will  submit  to  the  Congress 
proposed  legislation  for  this  study. 

Remarks. — This  is  a  much  needed  improvement  to  protect  against 
extremely  high  tides  at  Tampa  caused  by  hurricanes  passing  over  or 
near  Hillsborough  Bay.  The  model  study  will  provide  much  needed 
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information  for  this  area.  However,  the  committee  agrees  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay  should  not  be  undertaken 
until  further  detailed  studies,  including  a  comprehensive  model  study 
of  the  entire  Tampa  Bay  area,  have  been  made  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers.  Language  to  the  effect  has  been  included  in  the  bill. 


Iao  Stream,  Wailuku,  Maui,  Hawaii 
(H.  Doc.  151,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Iao  Stream  drains  a  portion  of  the  slopes  of  the  West 
Maui  Mountains,  and  its  lower  course  runs  into  the  sea  just  east  of 
the  town  of  Wailuku  on  the  island  of  Maui. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1950  and  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  improvement  for  flood 
control  provides  for  clearing  and  snagging  in  the  lower  5,500  feet  of 
the  river  which  was  completed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1954. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  levees,  walls,  and  channels  for  2,700 
feet  upstream  of  Market  Street  bridge. 

Flood  problem. — Fast  rising  high  velocity  floods  cause  extensive 
damages  and  loss  of  life.  The  severest  flood  of  record  occurred  in 
January  1916,  resulting  in  the  loss  of  13  lives.  One  other  life  was  lost 
in  the  flood  of  December  1950.  Accumulation  of  large  boulders  and 
other  debris  in  the  downstream  reaches  contributes  to  the  problem. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  a  debris  basin 
about  three  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  and  levees  and  channel 
improvements  downstream  from  Market  Street  bridge  to  the  ocean. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  October  1965 ) . — 

Federal _  $],  660,  000 

Non-Federal _  240,  000 

Total _  1,  900,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  _ _ _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation, .  . . . 

.  $66, 100 

. .  0 

$9, 500 

14, 500 

$75,600 
14, 500 

Total.. . . . . . . 

. . .  66,100 

24, 000 

90, 100 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . . . 

Elimination  of  maintenance  to  existing  channel . . 

103,000 
10,  000 

Total . . 

113, 000 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way. 
Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Maintain  and 
operate  the  works  after  completion.  Prevent  encroachment  on  the 
improved  channel.  Provide  all  relocations  of  buildings,  utilities, 
bridges  and  roads,  sewer,  pipelines,  and  other  alterations  of  existing 
improvements  which  may  be  required.  At  least  annually  notify  affected 
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interests  the  extent  of  flood  protection  provided  by  the  project.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  the  recommended  improve¬ 
ments  to  be  needed  in  view  of  past  floods  which  caused  extensive 
damage  and  loss  of  life. 


ake  through  the  southern  end. 
:>y  interior  runoff  and  provides 


Lake  Chicot,  Ark. 

(H.  Doc.  168,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Lake  Chicot  is  located  in  the  extreme  southeast  corner 
of  Arkansas  across  the  Mississippi  River  from  Greenville,  Miss. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
June  19,  1963. 

Existing  project. — Lake  Chicot  lies  within  the  area  of  the  Boeuf 
and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon  project,  which  is  a  part  of  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project.  The  lake  serves  as  a  de¬ 
tention  reservoir.  Water  from  two  streams  served  by  the  Boeuf  and 
Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon  project  flow  into  Lake  Chicot 
from  the  north  and  flow  out  of  the 
The  project  reduces  flooding  caused 
an  outlet  for  drainage. 

Problem. — High  turbidity  of  the  water  in  Lake  Chicot  throughout 
most  of  the  year  and  fluctuations  of  the  lake  level  have  greatly  less¬ 
ened  the  value  of  the  lake  for  recreation.  Federal  improvements 
upstream  from  the  lake  are  believed  to  have  contributed  to  this 
condition. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  pumping 
plant  having  a  capacity  of  6,500  feet  per  second  and  gravity  drainage 
structure  in  the  vicinity  of  Macon  Lake,  Ark.,  and  related  control 
facilities,  to  divert  flows  into  the  Mississippi  River  that  would  other¬ 
wise  enter  Lake  Chicot  and  to  regulate  the  level  of  the  lake.  Six 
recreation  areas  along  the  shoreline  also  will  be  provided. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1966). — - 

Federal _  1  $15,  240,  000 

Non-Federal _  240,  000 


Total _ ! _ 

1  Includes  $290,000  to  be  repaid  as  part  of  non-Federal  share  of  recreation  costs. 


15,  480,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ $533,  000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  major  replacement _ 1  179,  000 


Total _  712,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

General  recreation _ $405,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  198,  000 

Flood  control _  95,  000 

Land  restoration _  22,  000 


Total _  720,  000 


1  Includes  $30,000  for  non- Federal  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  recreation  areas. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.01  (excluding  area  redevelopment  benefits); 
1 . 1  (including  area  redevelopment  benefits) . 

Local  cooperation. — Administer,  operate,  and  maintain  the  rec¬ 
reation  facilities  and  insure  that  the  recreation  facilities  are  open  to 
all  on  equal  terms;  provide  all  lands  required  for  specific  recreation 
facilities  and  make  additional  contributions  necessary  to  bring  the 
local  contribution  to  not  less  than  50  percent  of  project  cost  charged 
to  recreation,  with  a  provision  that  local  interests  may  pay  this  cost, 
except  for  lands,  over  a  period  of  50  years  (estimated  cash  contribution 
is  $290,000);  perform  minor  maintenance  and  operate  the  gates  on 
control  structures  in  Connerly  and  Ditch  Bayous.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  provide  the  required  assurance  of 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
does  not  believe  that  full  Federal  responsibility  for  the  damages  has 
been  clearly  established.  Although  the  tremendous  national  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  recreation  industry  since  World  War  II  has  increased  the 
significance  of  damages  to  recreation,  the  Bureau  questions  whether 
the  Federal  Government  should  be  held  fully  responsible  for  damages 
resulting  from  a  change  in  the  Nation’s  economy  more  than  20  years 
after  the  original  plan  of  improvement  was  authorized.  The  Bureau 
believes  the  damages  are  the  result  of  the  cumulative  adverse  effects 
resulting  from  a  complex  interaction  of  many  Federal  and  non-Federal 
improvements  made  over  more  than  20  years,  some  not  yet  com¬ 
pleted.  Because  of  this  the  Bureau  believes  that  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation  should  be  amended  to  provide  that  local  interests 
will  operate  and  maintain  the  recommended  project  (including  major 
replacements)  after  completion  and  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  of  works.  Also  that  no  additional  improvements 
should  be  made  at  Federal  expense  in  connection  with  the  mitigation 
of  damages  caused  by  silt-laden  flows  into  Lake  Chicot.  Subject  to 
the  above  changes  in  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  o  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  recommends 
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amending  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  require 
that  local  interests  furnish  assurances  prior  to  construction  to  operate 
and  maintain  the  recommended  project  (including  major  replace¬ 
ments)  after  completion,  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement.  Also,  the  Secretary  recommended  that  no  further 
improvement  be  made  at  Federal  expense  in  connection  with  the 
mitigation  of  damages  caused  by  silt-laden  flows  into  Lake  Chicot. 

Remarks. — The  Committee  notes  that  the  inflows  to  Lake  Chicot 
have  become  increasingly  turbid  and  rendered  the  lake  almost  useless 
as  a  base  for  water-oriented  recreation.  The  improvement  would 
divert  highly  turbid  flows  and  regulate  the  level  of  the  lake  so  that 
its  recreational  value  can  be  restored.  It  believes  that  the  proposed 
project  would  mitigate  the  effects  of  the  Federal  improvements 
upstream  from  the  lake  which  has  contributed  to  the  deterioration 
of  the  lake.  Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  authorization  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 


Licking  River  and  Tributaries,  Ohio 
(H.  Doc.  337,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Licking  River  is  in  central  Ohio,  between  Columbus  and 
Zanesville,  and  is  a  tributary  to  the  Muskingum  River. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  3,  1959. 

Existing  projects. — There  are  two  existing  Corps  of  Engineers 
projects  in  the  basin.  The  Newark  local  protection  project,  consisting 
of  channel  enlargement,  earth  levee  and  a  pumping  station,  was 
completed  in  1941.  Dillon  Reservoir,  a  project  for  flood  control  and 
recreation  located  downstream  from  Newark,  was  completed  in  1961. 

Flood  problems. — The  major  flood  problem  is  at  the  city  of  Newark, 
where  extensive  residential  and  commercial  development  is  subject 
to  flooding.  Some  damage  also  occurs  in  smaller  communities  and  on 
agricultural  lands  bordering  the  streams  of  the  basin.  A  recurrence  of 
the  worst  flood  of  record,  that  of  January  1959,  would  now  cause 
damages  in  excess  of  $10  million,  mainly  in  Newark.  There  is  also  a 
need  for  water  quality  control  in  the  stream,  water-related  public 
recreation  in  the  area,  and  water  supply  for  Newark. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  two  parts : 
(1)  Utica  Dam  and  Reservoir  on  the  North  Fork  above  Newark  for 
flood  control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and  recreation; 
and  (2)  modification  of  the  Newark  local  protection  project  by  im¬ 
proving  interior  drainage  facilities,  channel  enlargement  of  North 
Fork,  and  diversion  of  Log  Pond  Run  flood  flows  into  Sharon  Run. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1966). — 


Utica  Newark  Total 

Reservoir 


Federal . - . - . >$31,500,000  $1,453,000  $32,953,000 

Non-Federal _ _ - . . . . . .  242,000  242,000 

Total .  31,500,000  1,695,000  33,195,000 


i  Includes  non-Federal  reimbursements  of  $7,820,000  for  water  supply  and  $2,360,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement. 
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Project  economics.— 


Utica  Reservoir 


Newark 


Federal  Non-  Total  Federal  Non-  Total 
Federal  Federal 


Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

$735, 000 
42, 300 

$341,800 

101,900 

$1,076,  800 
144, 200 

$57, 000 
4,000 

$11,400 

5, 400 

$63, 400 

9, 400 

$1, 145, 200 
153, 600 

Subtotal . . 

Land  production  loss . 

.  777,300 

443, 700 

1,221,000 

51,300 

61,000 

16,  800 

77, 800 

0 

1, 298, 800 
51,300 

Total. . . . 

777,300 

443,700 

1,272, 300 

61,000 

16, 800 

77, 800 

1,350,100 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control . . . 

Water  supply . . 

Water  quality  control _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildife 
enhancement . . 

347,200  . 

531.800  . 

824.800  . 

358,600  . 

188, 800 

536, 000 
531,800 
824,  800 

358, 600 

Total . . 

2,062,400  . 

188,  800 

2,251,200 

Benefit-cost  ratio, — U tica  Reservoir,  1.6;  Newark,  2.4;  total,  1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Utica  Reservoir:  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  resulting  from  water-rights  claims  due  to  construction 
and  operation  of  the  project;  exercise  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
legal  capability  control  against  removal  of  streamflow  made 
available  for  water  quality  control;  contribute  to  the  control  of 
pollution  of  streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  requir¬ 
ing  adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes 
at  the  scource;  protect  the  channel  downstream  from  the  reservoir 
from  encroachment  which  would  adversely  affect  operation  of  the 
project;  repay  all  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accord¬ 
ance  Avith  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  presently 
estimated  at  $7,820,000  for  construction  and  $6,700  annually  for 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements;  in  accordance  Avith 
the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act:  administer  project 
land  and  Avater  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  Avildlife  enhance¬ 
ment;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through 
user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  construction 
costs  of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement,  presently  estimated  at  $2,360,000;  bear  all  costs  of 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish 
and  Avildlife  facilities,  presently  estimated  at  $95,200  annually. 

NeAvark  local  protection  project:  Furnish  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way;  perform  Avithout  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
necessary  construction,  modification,  or  relocation  of  higliAvays, 
including  bridges,  utilities,  and  irrigation  and  drainage  facilities 
required;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  A\Torks;  maintain  the  project  in  accordance 
Avith  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  (except 
for  the  improved  North  Fork  channel);  preA^ent  encroachments 
on  the  capacities  of  the  existing  and  proposed  channels  Avithin  the 
limits  of  the  project,  including  Long  Pond  Run  doAvnstream  of  the 
diversion. 


95-900 — 68 


6 
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Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that 
pumping  capacity  for  sanitary  sewage  under  dry  flow  conditions  is 
included  in  the  proposed  South  Fork  pumping  station  and  they 
question  whether  serving  that  purpose  is  a  Federal  responsibility. 
1  herefore,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  a  restudy  be  made  of  the 
matter  prior  to  construction  of  the  project  to  determine  whether  it 
is  a  local  responsibility. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  multiple  types  of 
benefits  that  would  accrue  are  well  worth  the  cost  for  this  project. 


Little  Blue  River,  Vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

(H.  Doc.  169,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Little  Blue  River  is  a  right-bank  tributary  of  the 
Missouri  River,  about  20  miles  downstream  from  Kansas  City,  Mo. 
The  basin  is  about  33  miles  long,  with  a  maximum  width  of  13  miles 
and  a  drainage  area  of  224  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  August  23  and  October  1,  1962. 

Existing  project.— There  are  no  Federal  flood  control  improvements 
for  the  Little  Blue  River  basin.  Improvement  of  the  lowermost  7  miles 
of  the  Little  Blue  River  has  been  substantially  completed  as  a  part  of 
the  Federal  construction  of  the  Missouri  River  Levee  Unit  No.  351-R, 
which  includes  a  tieback  levee  from  the  Missouri  River  along  the  left 
bank  of  the  improved  Little  Blue  River  channel.  Three  recreation 
lakes,  two  public  (non-Federal),  and  one  private,  have  been  constructed 
in  the  East  Fork  subbasin. 

Flood  problem. — The  most  severe  flood  of  record  on  Little  Blue  River 
occurred  in  1961,  when  flood  damage  amounted  to  $S70,000.  If  the 
stage  had  been  2  feet  higher,  damages  would  have  been  about  $15 
million.  With  progressive  urbanization  of  the  basin,  future  flooding 
may  be  expected  to  be  much  more  serious.  In  contrast  with  floods, 
prolonged  droughts  have  resulted  in  a  condition  of  no  flow  for  periods 
in  excess  of  30  days.  Even  with  adequate  sewage  treatment  facilities 
that  are  anticipated  in  the  next  few  3'ears,  uncollected  urban  runoff 
will  pose  a  pollution  problem  unless  low-flow  supplementation  is 
provided.  The  existing  recreation  lakes  in  the  county  receive  heavy 
public  use,  and  the  demand  for  additional  water-based  recreation 
facilities  is  increasing. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  two  multiple- 
purpose  reservoirs,  Longview  and  Blue  Springs;  intermittent  realign¬ 
ment  and  enlargement  of  the  Little  Blue  River  channel  from  the  head 
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of  the  Missouri  River  Levee  Unit  No.  351-R  upstream  to  the  vicinity 
of  Wildwood  Creek;  and  diversion  of  West  Fire  Prairie  Creek,  together 
with  levee  construction,  to  prevent  Little  Blue  River  floods  from 
inundating  the  Lake  City  Army  Ammunition  Plant  and  adjacent 
lands. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  May  1966).— 

Federal _  >  S38,  492,  000 

Non-Federal _  624,  000 


Total _  39,116,000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  $2,285,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  The  net  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government  would  be  an  estimated  $36,207,000. 

Construction  costs. — 


Reservoirs : 

Blue  Springs _  $10,  700,  000 

Longview _  23,  150,  000 


Total,  reservoirs _ _ _  33,  850,  000 

Local  protection  works _ _  5,  266,  000 


Total  project _  39,  116,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges,  reservoirs: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _  $1,143,000  _  $1,143,000 

Operation,  maintenance  and  replacement _ _  35,000  $109,000  144,000 

Economic  loss  on  lands _ _ _ _ —  156,000  . .  156,000 


Total . .  . . 

_  1,334,000 

109,  000 

1,443,000 

Local  protection  works: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

. .  186,100 

24,700 

7, 300 

210, 800 
9, 200 

Operation  and  maintenance. _ _ 

. . . .  1,900 

Total.  . . . 

_ _ _  188,000 

32,  000 

220,  000 

Annual  benefits,  reservoirs: 

Flood  control _  1,418,000 

Water  quality. . . . . . - . - . —  255,000 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement . _ . . . . . . .  350, 000 

General  recreation . . . . .  610, 000 


Total . . . . . . . . - . - .  2,633,000 

Local  protection  works:  Flood  control . . . . . . .  697,000 


Benefit-cost  ratios. — Reservoirs:  Blue  Springs,  2.2;  Longview,  1.6. 
Local  protection  works,  3.2. 

Local  cooperation,  reservoirs. — Administer  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  repay  one-half  of  the 
separable  cost  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  presently  estimated  at  $1,325,000  for  Longview  Reservoir  and 
$960,000  for  Blue  Springs  Reservoir;  operate,  maintain,  and  replace 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  presently  estimated 
at  about  $69,000  for  Longview  and  $40,000  for  Blue  Springs  annually; 
control  pollution  of  the  streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by 
adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  then’ 
source;  obtain  water  rights  needed  for  storage  and  use  of  water, 
resolve  any  conflicts  in  water  rights,  and  use  the  water  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  Federal  and  State  laws; 
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Channel  improvement  works.- — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way,  including  acquisition  of  sufficient  interest  in  the  chan¬ 
nels  downstream  from  the  Longview  and  Blue  Springs  damsites  to 
prevent  encroachment  on  the  existing  channels  and  to  assure  mainte¬ 
nance  of  their  present  capacities;  hold  and  save;  maintain  and  operate; 
and  make  all  alterations  and  relocations  of  highways,  highway  bridges, 
utilities,  and  related  facilities,  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches 
in  connection  therewith; 

General  provisions. — Provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  preventing 
unwise  and  uneconomical  future  development  of  the  flood  plain  areas 
by  encouraging  prudent  use  of  flood  proofing,  land  regulation  planning 
or  other  flood  plain  management  techniques  to  reduce  flood  losses; 
and  adequately  inform  all  affected  persons,  at  least  annually,  that  the 
projects  will  not  provide  complete  flood  protection.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  noted  that  the 
flood  plain  of  the  Little  Blue  River  is  rural  in  nature  with  about 
5,000  acres  of  unoccupied  land  in  the  lower  part  of  the  basin.  Under 
the  circumstances,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  believes  more  emphasis 
should  have  been  placed  on  nonstructural  alternatives  such  as  zoning 
regulations,  flood  warning  systems,  and  floodproofing,  which  might 
provide  adequate  protection  of  existing  development.  Subject  to 
consideration  of  the  above,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  there 
would  be  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  the 
Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  Blue  Springs 
and  Longview  Reservoirs,  in  combination  with  a  variety  of  down¬ 
stream  local  channel  protective  measures  on  the  Little  Blue  River  in 
the  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Mo.  will  provide  protection  for  the  rapidly 
growing  residential  and  commercial  developments  in  the  expanding 
Kansas  City  metropolitan  area.  The  project  will  also  provide  low-flow 
augmentation  to  reduce  the  nuisance  and  unhealthy  stream  conditions 
that  exist  during  summer  drought  flows  and  much-needed  recreational 
opportunities.  The  committee  notes  that  local  interests  demonstrated 
their  strong  support  for  authorization  of  the  project  and  considers 
the  project  economically  justified  and  recommends  its  adoption. 


Little  Dell  Project,  Salt  Lake  City  Streams,  Utah 
(S.  Doc.  53,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  study  area  drains  about  110  square  miles  of  the 
western  slopes  of  the  Wasatch  Mountains  and  adjoining  lands  within 
the  metropolitan  areas  of  Salt  Lake  City  to  the  Jordan  River  in 
north-central  Utah. 
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Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  May  22,  1963. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control  on  the  streams  considered  in  this  report.  A  channel 
improvement  project  to  bypass  excess  flows  originating  on  the  upper 
Jordan  River  through  the  Surplus  Canal  to  Great  Salt  Lake  was 
completed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1960  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
about  $1,230,000.  A  dam  and  reservoir  for  flood  control  and  water 
supply  with  a  capacity  of  8,000  acre-feet  was  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  I960*  for  construction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
at  the  Little  Dell  site.  No  work  has  been  done.  Local  interests  have 
constructed  a  system  of  underground  conduits  to  convey  runoff  from 
the  streams  through  Salt  Lake  City  to  Jordan  River.  Local  interests 
also  have  constructed  several  projects  for  water  supply  including 
Mountain  Dell  Reservoir  on  Parleys  Creek  and  a  system  of  wells 
for  development  of  the  underground  water  supply. 

Flood  problem.— Floods  of  record  have  occurred  from  snowmelt 
runoff  during  the  months  of  April,  May,  and  June,  the  largest  of  which 
occurred  in  1952.  This  flood  overflowed  the  13th  South  Street  conduit 
for  30  days  and  inundated  about  1,000  acres  of  highly  developed  urban 
area,  causing  damages  estimated  at  $2,600,000.  There  will  be  a  shortage 
of  firm  water  supply  in  the  area  by  1970.  Also,  the  existing  recreational 
facilities  in  the  Salt  Lake  City  area  are  limited,  and  with  the  pre¬ 
dicted  population  increase  there  is  a  need  for  recreation  facilities  in 
conjunction  with  water  resources  development. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  authorized 
project  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  with  a 
capacity  of  50,000  acre-feet  on  Dell  Creek  for  flood  control,  water 
sup  fly,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  The  Little 
Del  project  and  the  existing  Mountain  Dell  Reservoir  are  to  be  oper¬ 
ated  as  a  coordinated  unit. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1966). — 

Federal _ 1  $22,  664,  000 

Non-Federal _  2  586,  000 


Total _  23,  250,  000 

1  Includes  $9,800,000  allocated  to  water  supply  and  $635,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  interests. 

2  Costs  of  lands  allocated  to  flood  control  to  be  provided  prior  to  construction. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . - .  $846,000  $20,000  $866,000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . .  >29,000  143,000  172,000 


Total . . . .  875,000  163,000  1,038,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . . - . - . - .  412,000 

Water  supply. . . . . . . . .  619,000 

Recreation . . . . . . . .  810,000 


Total . . . . .  1,841,000 


1  Includes  $16,000  to  be  repaid  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  local  interest  are  to 
furnish  assurances  that  they  will  obtain  all  water  rights  necessary  for 
operation  of  the  project  in  the  interest  of  water  supply;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims;  repay  all  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  water  supply  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  1958 
Water  Supply  Act,  presently  estimated  at  $9,800,000  for  construction 
and  $16,000  annually  for  operation  and  maintenance;  maintain  and 
operate  the  existing  Mountain  Dell  Reservoir  in  accordance  with 
flood  control  rules  and  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army;  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act:  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife,  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through 
user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  cost  allocated  to 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  an  amount  currently 
estimated  at  $635,000,  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities, 
the  amount  involved  currently  estimated  at  $133,000  annually; 
adequately  inform  interests  affected  that  the  project  does  not  provide 
protection  against  rainfloods  below  the  dam  and  that  the  project- 
related  diversion  facilities  do  not  provide  protection  against  large 
floods  on  Emigration  and  Mill  Creeks;  contribute  the  cost  of  lands, 
easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations  allocated  to  flood  control, 
an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $586,000  and  bear  all  costs  of  opera¬ 
tion,  maintenance,  and  replacements  for  flood  control  estimated  at 
$10,000  annually;  and  protect  channels  downstream  from  the  reservoir 
from  encroachment  which  would  adversel,  affect  reservoir  operation. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  The  Department  believes  water 
supply  from  Little  Dell  will  not  be  needed  until  1990  instead  of 
between  1971  and  1980.  Recommends  that  the  Bureau  of  Re¬ 
clamation  be  assigned  responsibility  for  coordination  of  project 
operations  and  marketing  of  water.  In  reply,  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  indicated  that  the  water  demand  and  benefits  are  based  on 
data  furnished  by  the  metropolitan  water  district,  the  local 
sponsor,  which  has  furnished  assurances  to  repay  the  water 
supply  cost. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Utah:  The  State  recommends  that  authorization  and 
construction  be  completed  as  quickly  as  possible.  The  State  fur¬ 
ther  recommends  that  the  cost  allocation  and  related  analyses  be 
modified  to  reflect  the  planned  recreational  use  and  that  recon- 
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sideration  be  given  to  the  local  requirements  for  the  flood  control 
aspects.  In  reply,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  indicated  that  he  was 
revising  his  report  to  reflect  the  increased  recreational  use.  With 
respect  to  the  local  requirements  for  flood  control,  he  concluded 
that  this  is  consistent  with  present  policy. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
provide  flood  control,  water  supply,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  for  the  Salt  Lake  City  area  in  the  Jordan  River  Basin, 
and  is  well  justified. 


Mississippi  River  From  Cassville,  Wis.,  to  Mile  300 
(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  project  is  located  at  Clinton  and  Bettendorf,  Iowa, 
and  Fulton,  East  Moline  and  Milan,  Ill.,  on  the  upper  Mississipp 
River  between  Cassville,  Wis.,  above  mile  600,  and  mile  300. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  by  the  House  Committee  on  Flood 
Control  adopted  September  18,  1944,  and  a  resolution  by  the  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee  adopted  June  23,  1965. 

Existing  project. — Numerous  local  levee,  floodwall,  and  interior 
drainage  construction  and  improvement  projects  have  been 
constructed. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  has  been  relatively  frequent  ;  recent  major 
floods  occurred  in  1951,  1952,  and  1965  and  caused  significant  monetary 
losses,  disruption  of  normal  business  and  transportation  activity,  and 
temporary  evacuation  of  a  large  number  of  residences.  The  1965  flood 
caused  an  estimated  $11,389,200  damages  within  the  flood  plains  to 
be  protected. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — Construction  of  levees  and 
floodwalls,  improvement  of  levees,  and  construction  of  appurtenant 
flood  control  structures  at  Clinton  and  Bettendorf,  Iowa,  and  Fulton, 
East  Moline,  and  Milan,  Ill. 

Estimated  cost  ( January  1967  price  levels). — 


Clinton,  Iowa 

Fulton,  III. 

Bettendorf, 

Iowa 

East  Moline, 

III. 

Milan,  III. 

Federal.. . . 

Non-Federal . 

_ _  $9,200,000 

1,410,000 

$4,470, 000 
650, 000 

$2,150,000 

185,000 

$4,270, 000 
250, 000 

$1,210,000 
275, 000 

Total. . 

. . .  10,610,000 

5, 120, 000 

2,335, 000 

4, 520,000 

1,485,000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization: 


Clinton . . . $326,891  $50,100  $376,991 

Fulton . . 156,365  22,738  179,103 

Bettendorf _ 75,209  6,472  81,681 

East  Moline. _ _ _ 149,369  8,745  158,114 

Milan . 42,327  9,620  51,947 


Total . . . . . .  750,161  97,675  847,836 


Maintenance,  operation,  replacements: 


Clinton . . 37,015  37,015 

Fulton _ 15,446  15,446 

Bettendorf _  19,918  19,918 

East  Moline . . 121,376  121,376 

Milan _ 9,687  9,687 


Total . . . . . .  203,442  203,442 


Loss  of  productivity: 

Clinton . 14,350  14,350 

Fulton.. . . . 8,225  2,225 

Bettendorf _ 2,520  2,520 

East  Moline _ _ — . . . .  4,060  4,060 

Milan . 4,218  4,218 


Total.. . . .  33,373  33,373 


Grand  total.. . . . . . .  750,161  334,490  1,084,651 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented  (1966  prices): 

Clinton . . 

Fulton _ _ _ 

Bettendorf . 

East  Moline . . 

Milan... . . . 


1,217,500 
220, 600 
218,  500 
399, 300 
124, COO 


Total 


2, 180, 500 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — Clinton,  2.8;  Fulton,  1.1;  Bettendorf,  2.1;  East 
Moline,  1.4;  Milan,  1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  construction;  maintain  and  operate  all  works 
after  completion;  modify  or  relocate  buildings,  utilities,  sewers,  and 
other  facilities  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches  thereto,  includ¬ 
ing  necessary  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  roadways;  obtain  legal 
control  over  pertinent  pondage  areas  and  prevent  encroachment  until 
substitute  areas  or  increased  pumping  capacity  have  been  provided. 
Clinton  would  be  required  to  provide  cost  of  embankment,  including 
cost  of  pavement  and  curbing  to  raise  and  extend  Riverview  Drive 
between  Sixth  Avenue  South  and  Ninth  Avenue  North.  Bettendorf 
woidd  be  required  to  bear  the  cost  of  relocating  about  1,400  feet  of 
gravel-surfaced  road,  certain  sewer  lines,  chain  link  fencing  on  the 
existing  levee,  a  priority  crane,  and  shelter  buildings  at  river  oil  ter¬ 
minals.  Local  interests  have  expressed  a  willingness  to  provide  the 
necessary  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies.- — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  will  protect  against  rela¬ 
tively  frequent  flood  at  the  towns  of  Clinton,  Bettendorf,  Iowa,  and 
Fulton,  East  Moline  and  Milan,  Ill. 


Missouri  River  Emergency  Bank  Stabilization 

In  the  1963  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill,  language  was  included 
by  the  Senate  committee  authorizing  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  per¬ 
form  certain  emergency  bank  protection  work  below  Garrison  Dam, 
N.  Dak.,  with  a  cost  limitation  of  $3  million. 

This  work  was  needed  because  it  was  claimed  that  releases  from 
Garrison  Reservoir  were  degrading  and  eroding  the  river  banks. 
Congressional  action  was  necessary  because  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
indicated  it  was  without  authority  to  perform  the  necessary  work. 

In  accordance  with  the  1963  directive  of  Congress,  the  corps  per¬ 
formed  work  at  five  locations,  three  of  which  have  been  completed, 
and  two  are  underway.  The  corps  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
are  not  opposed  to  completing  work  on  the  two  remaining  sites  at 
an  additional  cost  of  $2  million,  provided  local  interests  maintain  the 
work  after  completion. 

In  April  of  this  year,  the  committee  held  hearings  on  S.  537,  a  bill 
to  increase  the  authorization  for  emergency  bank  protection  work  on 
the  Missouri  River  from  $3  to  $10  million.  Testimony  was  received 
from  local  interests  indicating  that  they  desired  emergency  work  at 
localities  other  than  those  at  which  work  was  being  undertaken  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

These  areas  are  located  at  Bismarck-Mandan  and  Stanton,  N.  Dak. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  informed  the  committee  that  it  would 
require  an  additional  amount  of  $1,670,000  to  perform  emergency 
work  at  Bismarck-Mandan,  and  an  amount  of  $370,000  to  take  care 
of  emergency  work  at  Stanton.  These  amounts,  when  added  to  the  $2 
million  needed  for  work  already  underway,  brings  the  total  required 
authorization  for  the  work  below  Garrison  Dam  to  $4,040,000.  In 
view  of  the  severe  damages  that  are  occurring  along  the  Missouri 
River  below  Garrison  Dam,  which  are  possibly  attributable  to  the 
operation  of  a  Federal  water  resource  development  project,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  seen  fit  to  amend  the  act  of  1963  to  increase  the  authori¬ 
zation  available  for  such  remedial  works. 

Navasota  River  Watershed,  Texas 
(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  Navasota  watershed  is  in  the  east-central  part  of 
Texas.  Its  length  is  about  122  miles,  maximum  width  about  35  miles. 
The  drainage  area  is  2,211  square  miles. 

Authority.—  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
July  1,  1958. 

Existing  projects. — Ferguson  Dam  and  Reservoir  on  the  Navasota 
River  (river  mile  36.5)  was  authorized  in  1954  as  a  unit  of  a  plan  of 
improvement  for  the  lower  Brazos  River  Basin  for  flood  control,  water 
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conservation  and  allied  purposes.  The  principal  non-Federal  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  Navasota  watershed  are  Lake  Mexia,  Lake  Springfield, 
and  Camp  Creek  Lake.  Numerous  other  small  reservoirs  have  been 
constructed  by  local  interests  for  recreation  and  various  water  supply 
purposes. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  occur  on  the  Navasota  River  at  any  time 
of  the  year.  The  predominant  flood  problem  resulting  from  these 
floodflows  is  the  236-mile  downstream  reach  of  the  Brazos  River. 
This  affected  area  consists  of  about  614,400  acres  of  which  262,200 
are  improved  agricultural  lands,  350,700  are  unimproved  grazing 
lands,  and  1,500  are  in  several  communities  along  the  reach. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  would 
provide  for  two-stage  development  on  the  Navasota  River,  consisting 
of  a  dam  and  reservoir  at  the  Millican  site  (river  mile  24.1)  as  the 
initial  unit  and  another  dam  and  reservoir  at  the  Navasota  No.  2  site 
(river  mile  83.4)  as  a  future  unit  to  provide  for  flood  control,  water 
supply,  and  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  lieu  of 
the  authorized  Ferguson  Dam  and  Reservoir.  The  second  unit,  Nava¬ 
sota  No.  2,  would  be  completed  when  needed  for  water  supply,  about 
year  2010. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1965). — 

All  Federal: 

Millican _  $58,  620,  000 

Navasota  No.  2 _  61,  087,  000 

Total _ 1  119,  707,  000 

1  Includes  $65,987,200  allocated  to  water  supply  and  $4,305,000  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
to  be  repaid  by  local  interests. 

Project  economics. — 


Millican 

Navasota 

No.  2 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . .. 

Maintenance  and  operation _  .. 

_ _  $2,118,500 

286,000 

$2, 226,  500 
257, 700 

$4, 345, 000 
i  543, 700 

Total . . 

. . .  2,404,500 

2, 474, 200 

4, 888,700 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . 

Water  supply . . . . . . 

Recreation  _  ...  _ 

. . . .  3,111,500 

1,320,000 

_  2,255,800 

156,700 
1,908, 400 
1,610, 900 

3,268,200 
3,228,400 
3, 866,  700 

Total. . . . . . . . 

. . .  6,687,300 

3, 676, 000 

10,363, 300 

1  Includes  $105,100  allocated  to  water  supply  and  $314,700  for  recreation,  both  a  non-Federal  responsibility. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.8,  1.5,  and  2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Reimburse  costs  allocated  to  water  supply 
storage,  estimated  at  $65,987,200  for  construction  and  $105,100 
annually  for  operation,  maintenance  and  replacements;  obtain  all 
water  rights  necessary  for  operation  of  the  project  in  the  interest  of 
water  supply;  hold  and  save  free  from  damages  due  to  water-rights 
claims;  and  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  repay  one-half  the  separable  cost 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  estimated  at 
$4,305,000,  and  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities  estimated  at  $314,700. 
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Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  The  Department  noted  that  the 
corps  had  not  relied  upon  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service’s  estimate 
of  fishing  and  hunting  benefits  but  had  prepared  an  independent 
estimate.  As  a  result  of  further  coordination  with  the  Bureau  of 
Sports  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  concerning  fishing  and  wildlife 
matters,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  has  reevaluated  the  general 
recreation  and  the  fish  and  wildlife  recreation  benefits  attributa¬ 
ble  to  the  recommended  plan.  However,  adoption  of  these  revised 
annual  benefits  does  not  significantly  affect  the  evaluation  of 
the  recommended  plan. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  recommends  immediate  authorization  of  the 
Millican  and  Navasota  No.  2  Reservoirs  although  the  latter  is  not 
required  until  about  the  year  2010.  The  Bureau  states  that  although 
there  is  no  objection  to  early  authorization  of  the  Navasota  No.  2 
project,  it  recommends  that  a  restudy  be  completed  and  approved  by 
the  President  prior  to  construction  of  the  project.  The  Bureau  suggests 
the  following  amendment  to  legislation  for  this  project: 

Provided ,  That  construction  of  the  Navasota  No.  2  Reservoir 
shall  not  be  initiated  until  the  President  has  approved  a 
report  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  reexamining 
the  basis  on  which  the  project  was  formulated. 

Subject  to  consideration  of  its  views,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  work  is  a  needed  and  justified  sub¬ 
stitution  for  a  previously  authorized  project.  The  proposed  two-stage 
plan  of  development  is  recommended  for  authorization  to  serve  the 
needs  of  the  areas  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  recreation,  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  These  reservoirs  are  important  units 
in  the  comprehansive  development  of  the  Brazos  River  Basin.  The 
committee  notes  the  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  relating 
to  a  reanalysis  of  the  Navasota  No.  2  reservoir  prior  to  construction 
and  accordingly  has  included  language  in  the  bill  providing  for  such 
procedure  to  be  followed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  The  committee 
desires  to  point  out  that  opposition  was  expressed  by  certain  local 
interests  regarding  the  sequence  of  construction  of  the  proposed  plan 
of  improvement.  However,  the  committee  is  informed  that  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  prior  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress,  reexamined 
the  proposed  plan  of  improvement  and  concluded  that  it  was  more 
advantageous  to  construct  the  Millican  Reservoir  as  the  initial  step 
with  construction  of  the  Navasota  No.  2  project  at  a  later  date.  The 
committee  wishes  to  point  out,  however,  that  at  such  time  as  funds 
are  made  available  for  planning  on  this  development,  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  should  again  reexamine  the  situation  to  assure  himself  of 
the  desirability  at  that  time  of  proceeding  with  the  sequence  of 
construction  as  recommended  in  his  report  on  the  Navasota  River. 
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Nishnabotna  River  and  Tributaries  at  Exira,  Iowa 
(H.  Doc.  142,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Nishnabotna  River  is  a  left  bank  tributary  of  the 
Missouri  River  located  principally  in  southwestern  Iowa.  Davids 
Creek  is  a  headwater  tributary  that  rises  about  15  miles  northeast  of 
Exira  and  flows  southeasterly  through  the  town  and  joins  the  East 
Nishnabotna  River  about  one  mile  downstream. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Flood  Control  Committee 
adopted  June  21,  1944. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  Federal  flood 
control  projects  in  or  near  Exira. 

Food  problem. — Exira  is  subject  to  flooding  from  flows  on  Davids 
Creek  that  exceed  the  present  bankfull  capacity  as  a  result  of  storms 
with  high-intensity  rainfall.  The  maximum  flood  of  record,  July  1 
and  2,  1958,  inundated  about  340  acres  in  Exira  causing  the  loss  of 
nine  lives  and  damages  estimated  at  $650,000  as  well  as  causing  the 
loss  of  life  and  high  damages  in  other  portions  of  the  East  Nishnabotna 
Basin. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  an  earthfill  dam 
on  Davids  Creek  about  one-half  mile  upstream  from  Exira  having  a 
height  of  62  feet  above  the  valley  floor  and  a  crest  length  of  1,800  feet. 
The  reservoir  formed  by  the  dam  would  provide  60,000  acre-feet  of 
storage,  including  21,100  acre-feet  for  flood  control,  4,400  acre-feet 
for  recreational  purposes,  4,100  acre-feet  for  sediment  storage,  and 
30,400  acre-feet  for  surcharge  storage. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  196Jf).~ 

Federal _ _ _ $2,040,000 

Non-Federal _  (’) 

Total.  _ _ _  2,040,000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  $160,500  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.. . . . . .  $79,900  _ _  $79,900 

Maintenance  and  operation . . .  3,000  $12,700  15,700 


Total 


82,900  12,700  95,600 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented . . . . . . .  25,700 

Damages  to  future  developments . . .  11, 300 

Recreation _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  87,400 

Wildlife  enhancement . . . . . . . .  7,300 


Total 


131,700 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  law, 
presently  estimated  at  $160,500  and  $12,700,  respectively;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  obtain  water  rights  for 
storage  and  resolve  any  conflicts  in  water  rights;  inform  affected 
interests  that  project  will  not  eliminate  flooding  from  the  East  Nislino- 
botna  River.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet 
these  requirements. 
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Comments  oj  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states : 

In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions  referred 
to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unau¬ 
thorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  flood  problem  at  Exira 
is  severe.  The  1958  flood  at  Exira,  Iowa,  caused  the  loss  of  nine  lives 
and  damages  estimated  at  $650,000.  The  proposed  plan  of  improve¬ 
ment  calls  for  the  construction  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  one-half  mile 
upstream  from  Exira  which  will  provide  a  high  degree  of  flood  pro¬ 
tection  and  storage  for  recreation  and  wildlife  enhancement.  The 
commitee  believes  that  the  report  is  well  justified  and  urgently  needed 
in  view  of  the  lives  lost  and  its  continued  vulnerability  to  future 
catastrophic  flood  events. 


Norwalk  River  Basin,  Conn,  and  N.Y. 

(S.  Doc.  51,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — N  orwalk  River  is  a  tributary  to  Long  Island  Sound  and 
lies  mainly  in  southwestern  Connecticut  and  partially  in  southeastern 
New  York. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  on  September  14,  1955. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control 
project  on  Norwalk  River  consists  of  1,700  feet  of  channel  improve¬ 
ment  below  the  Merritt  Parkway  in  Norwalk.  The  Soil  Conservation 
Service  of  the  Department  of  xigriculture  has  an  authorized  watershed 
work  plan  for  the  upper  basin  including  five  small  reservoirs,  land 
treatment  measures,  and  about  2  miles  of  channel  improvement  in 
Wilton. 

Flood  problem. — Upon  completion  of  the  authorized  watershed  work 
plan,  a  serious  flood  problem  will  still  exist  downstream  below  the 
center  of  Wilton  and  in  Norwalk.  Major  floods  are  usually  the  result 
of  intense  rainfall  and  inadequate  channel  capacities.  A  recurrence 
of  the  record  flood  would  now  cause  damages  estimated  at  $7,800,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  project  consists  of  about 
10,000  feet  of  channel  improvement  through  Wilton  and  Norwalk, 
together  with  dikes,  floodwalls  and  an  interior  drainage  system.  Four 
bridges  crossing  the  river  would  be  modified. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level). — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 
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$2,  700,  000 
1,  600,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


4,  300,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

_ _  $88,500 

_  0 

$52, 500 
4,000 

$141,000 

4,000 

Total.  . . . . 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented . - 

88,500 

56, 500 

145, 000 
193,200 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and 
operate  all  works  in  accordance  with  regulations  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army;  accomplish  all  necessary  relocations;  and,  prevent  encroach¬ 
ments  on  the  improved  channels.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide 
the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states:  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthor¬ 
ized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation 
transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — A  serious  flood  problem  exists  in  the  vicinity  of  Wilton 
and  Norwalk.  Authorization  of  the  proposed  project  is  greatly  needed 
for  these  areas  which  would  suffer  an  estimated  $8  million  damage  if 
the  greatest  flood  of  record  were  to  recur. 


Papillion  Creek  and  Tributaries,  Nebraska 
(H.  Doc. - ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Papillion  Creek  and  tributaries  are  located  in  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  State  of  Nebraska.  The  basin  drains  an  area  of 
402  square  miles  including  the  Metropolitan  Omaha  area. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  June  22  and  September  3,  1964,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — A  Federal  channel  clearing  and  snagging  project 
along  the  lower  reaches  of  Papillion  Creek  was  completed  in  1966.  A 
Federal  channel  improvement  on  the  Little  Papillion  Creek  within 
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the  city  of  Omaha,  authorized  by  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960,  is  sched¬ 
uled  for  completion  in  1968.  The  Missouri  River  agriculture  levee 
unit  No.  R-613,  which  will  tie  back  along  Papillion  Creek  and  provide 
protection  from  high  Missouri  River  stages,  is  in  design  stage. 

Flood  'problem. — The  predominant  cause  of  floods  in  the  basin  is 
runoff  from  high-intensity  thunderstorms  which  produce  sudden 
Hoods  and  extensive  damage,  particularly  in  the  urban  portions  of 
the  lower  basin.  During  the  1964  flood,  seven  persons  lost  their  lives 
by  drowning.  The  extent  of  flood  damages  and  the  potential  threat 
to  life  can  be  expected  to  become  progressively  more  severe  as  urbani¬ 
zation  of  the  area  increases.  Water-based  recreational  opportunities 
are  presently  inadequate  and  water  quality  control  is  needed  to  insure 
against  further  deterioration  of  stream  quality. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  multiple- 
purpose  system  of  21  rolled  earthfill  dams  and  reservoirs  for  flood 
control,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  and  water  quality 
control.  Each  component  reservoir  of  the  system  provides  storage 
capacity  for  flood  control  and  recreation  purposes  and  eight  of  the 
larger  reservoirs  provide  additional  storage  for  water  quality  control. 
Individual  dams  control  drainage  areas  ranging  in  size  from  2  to  33 
square  miles,  vary  in  embankment  heights  from  40  to  74  feet,  and 
provide  a  total  of  4,434  acres  of  stable  water  surface  area,  for  varied 
recreational  use. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1967).— 

Federal _  1  $26,  800,  000 

Non-Federal _  _ 


Total _  1  26,  800,  000 

1  Includes  non-Federal  reimbursements  oi  $1 ,866,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . .  $964,300  . .  $964,300 

Operation  and  maintenance  replenishment _  92,000  $266,300  358,300 


Total . . . . . .  1,056,300  266,300  1,322,600 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control . . . . . . . . .  1,606,000 

Water  quality  control . . . . . . .  10,700 

Recreation _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  630,500 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement... . . . . . .  359,600 


Total . . . . r . .  2,606,800 


Benedt-cost  ratio. — 2. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Flood  control  and  water  quality  control:  Maintain  existing 
channels  to  keep  them  free  from  obstructions  downstream  from 
the  damsites;  insure  that  all  new  bridge  construction  or  future 
modification  of  existing  bridges  shall  have  adequate  hydraulic 
capacity;  provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  preventing  unwise 
and  uneconomical  future  development  of  the  flood  plain;  exer¬ 
cise,  to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against 
removal  of  streamflow  made  available  for  water  quality  control; 
and  indemnify  the  United  States  against  water  rights  claims. 
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Recreation:  Administer  project  lands  and  water  areas;  repay 
one-half  of  the  saparable  first  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  estimated  at  $1,866,000;  and  oper¬ 
ate,  maintain,  and  replace  lands  and  facilities  for  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  estimated  at  $266,300  annually. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these 
requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Nebraska:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  seven  of  the  21  reservoirs  proposed  currently  show  con¬ 
struction  costs  for  recreation  to  be  in  excess  of  remaining  reservoir 
costs,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act.  The  Bureau  also  notes  that  three  of  the  reservoirs  currently 
show  costs  higher  than  benefits.  The  Bureau  believes  that  the  sig- 
nifiance  of  these  three  reservoirs  in  the  prevention  of  hazard  to  life 
has  not  been  demonstrated.  Therefore,  the  Bureau  recommends 
against  authorization  of  these  three  reservoirs.  Further,  the  Bureau 
states  that  nonstructural  alternative  measures  to  reduce  flood  damage 
become  especially  important  when  structural  measures  are  not  eco¬ 
nomically  justified,  and  that  the  corps  should  determine  if  the  size 
and  scope  of  the  proposed  plan  should  be  modified  to  achieve  the 
most  practicable  balance  between  structural  works,  flood  plain  regu¬ 
lation,  and  a  broad  flood  plain  management  program.  The  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  recommends  that  the  following  language  be  included  in 
the  proposed  rivers  and  harbors  and.  flood  control  bill  with  respect  to 
this  project: 

Provided ,  That  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  will  prepare  an  analysis  of  benefits  and 
costs  of  the  individual  reservoirs  to  assure  that  each  reser¬ 
voir  is  economically  justified,  including  such  reformulation 
as  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act. 

Subject  to  consideration  of  the  above,  the  Bureau  advises  there 
would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to 
the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  project  consists  of  a  system  of  upstream 
multiple-purpose  dams  and  reservoirs  to  provide  a  high  degree  of 
flood  protection  for  the  downstream  rapidly  urbanizing  Omaha  metro¬ 
politan  area,  dilution  water  to  augment  drought  streamflows  on  the 
three  major  tributaries,  and  water-based  recreational  activities.  The 
proposed  project  would  prevent  the  recurrence  of  the  disastrous  flood 
of  1964  which  caused  the  loss  of  seven  lives  and  damages  of  about 
$5  million.  The  committee  notes  that  the  project  is  compatible  with 
water  resources  developments  proposed  by  other  Federal  and  local 
agencies,  is  economically  justified,  and  is  strongly  supported  by  local 
interests. 
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Park  River  Basin,  Conn. 

(S.  Doc.  43,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Park  River  is  formed  by  the  confluence  of  the  North 
and  South  Branches  of  the  Park  River  in  the  west-central  portion  of  the 
city  of  Hartford,  Conn. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  on  October  16,  1961. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project  consists  of 
4,000  feet  of  concrete  wall,  3,500  feet  of  dikes,  five  stoplog  structures, 
three  pressure  conduits,  five  pumping  stations,  and  appurtenant 
drainage  facilities.  Work  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  includes  eight  floodwater-retarding  struc¬ 
tures  and  9.2  miles  of  channel  improvement  in  the  South  Branch.  Local 
interests  have  enclosed  about  7,200  feet  of  Cemetery  Brook  in  a  con¬ 
duit  and  have  improved  about  3,700  feet  of  channel  on  Trout  Brook. 

Flood  problem. — The  Park  River  Basin  is  susceptible  to  destructive 
flooding  from  heavy  rainfall  or  a  combination  of  heavy  rainfall  and 
melting  snow.  It  is  estimated  that  a  recurrence  of  the  record  flood  of 
August  1955  would  cause  losses  estimated  at  $6,750,000  under  current 
conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  construction  of  four 
sections  of  conduit,  concrete  head  walls  at  the  entrance  of  the  North 
Branch  conduit  extension,  an  auxiliary  conduit  from  the  junction 
structure  to  the  Connecticut  River,  and  a  pumping  station  near  River¬ 
side  Street. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1965). — 

Federal _  $30,  300,  000 

Non-Federal _  800,  000 

Total _  31,  100,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .. . . . .  $1,037,000  $28,000  $1,065,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  0  65,000  65,000 


Total... _ _  1,037,000  93,000  1,130,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . . . . . . . .  1,298.000 

Reduction  in  maintenance  of  bridges _  _  10, 000 

Parking  benefits _ _ _ _ _  112,000 


Total . . . . . .  1,420,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and 
operation  of  the  works,  including  lands  for  pumping  stations  and 
spoil-disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  upon  completion  of  the  conduit  construction, 
replace  pavements,  sidewalks,  drainage,  and  other  appurtenances  at 
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Broad  Street,  Flower  Street,  and  Laurel  Street,  and  bear  the  cost  of 
removal  replacement  and  modification  to  sewers,  drains,  utilities,  or 
highways  beyond  the  area  required  for  excavation  and  construction 
of  the  projects;  prevent  changes  in  the  headpool  ponding  areas  which 
would  decrease  the  effectiveness  of  t lie  improvements  and  if  ponding 
areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  promptly  substitute  equivalent  stor¬ 
age  capacity;  and  undertake  all  practicable  measures  to  control  pol¬ 
lution  from  entering  the  Park  River  conduit  system.  Local  intei’ests 
have  expressed  a  willingness  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  notes  that 
the  report  indicates  that  modification  of  the  existing  project  is  required 
because  of  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  buildup  which  has 
occurred  since  the  existing  project  was  constructed.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  will  cooperate  with  other  Federal  agencies,  in  compliance 
with  Executive  Order  No.  11296,  to  assist  non-Federal  agencies  in 
avoiding  uneconomic,  hazardous,  or  unnecessary  further  development 
of  the  flood  plain  which  would  create  a  demand  for  further  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  project. 

Bemarks. — The  project  will  provide  urgently  needed  flood  protec¬ 
tion  for  Hartford,  Conn.  The  average  annual  damages  which  would 
be  prevented  amount  to  about  $1,400,000. 


Pascagoula  River  Comprehensive  Study — Interim  Report  on 
Tallaiiala  Reservoir,  Miss. 

(H.  Doc.  143,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Tallahala  Creek,  in  the  Pascagoula  River  Basin,  drains 
649  square  miles  in  parts  of  Jasper,  Jones,  Forest,  and  Perry  Counties 
in  Mississippi.  The  Tallahala  Dam  site  is  located  on  the  creek  in  Jasper 
County,  82  stream  miles  above  the  mouth. 

Authority. — Two  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions,  both 
adopted  March  14,  1961;  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions 
adopted  June  7  and  August  15,  1961. 

Existing  project. — The  only  completed  Corps  of  Engineers  flood 
control  project  in  the  Pascagoula  River  Basin  is  a  channel  improve¬ 
ment  project  on  Sowashee  Creek  at  Meridian,  Miss.  A  reservoir  is 
under  construction  on  Okatibbee  Creek  near  Meridian  for  flood  con¬ 
trol,  recreation,  water  supply,  and  water  quality  control. 

Flood  problem. — A  critical  flood  problem  exists  along  Tallahala 
Creek  in  the  rural  areas  and  at  Laurel,  Miss. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvements. — Multiple-purpose  dam  and 
reservoir  project  on  Tallahala  Creek,  82.1  miles  above  the  mouth,  for 
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flood  control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and  general  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1965). — 

Federal _ , _  1  $16,  360,  000 

Non-Federal _  (') 

Total _  16,  360,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  one-half  the  separable  cost  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement,  currently  estimated  at  $1,830,000,  and  pav  the  cost  of  water  supply  currently  established  at 
$1,435,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . .  $432,000  $90,000  $522,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _  66,000  58,000  124,000 


Total _ _ _ _ _  498,000  148,000  646,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control . . . . . . . . . . .  ..  $696,000 

Water  quality  control _ _ _ _ _ _  244,  000 

Water  supply _ _ _ _ _  168,000 

General  recreation _ _ _ _ _ _  503,000 

Fish  and  Wildlife _ _ _ _ _ _ _  53,000 

Area  redevelopment _ _ _ _ _  144,000 


Total 


1,848,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.9  (including  ARA  benefits) ;  2.G  (excluding 
ARA  benefits). 

Local  cooperation. — Administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  as  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  pay  one-half  of  separable  first  cost  of  project 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  ($1,830,000) ; 
bear  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  areas  and  facilities  (49,000);  pay  project  cost 
allocated  to  water  supply  ($1,435,000),  and  operation  and  maintenance 
costs  thereof  ($9,000) ;  obtain  water  rights  needed  for  water  and  use 
water  in  a  manner  consistent  with  law;  prevent  encroachment  and 
obstruction  that  would  interfere  with  project;  and  comply  with  and 
enforce  conditions  relating  to  water-quality  control.  Local  interests 
have  expressed  willingness  and  ability  to  provide  the  items  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Mississippi:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  is  urgently  needed  to 
alleviate  a  critical  flood  problem  along  Tallahala  Creek  and  will  meet 
a  critical  need  for  water  supply,  water-quality  control,  and  recreation. 
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Pecan  Bayou,  Tex. 
(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 


Location. — Pecan  Bayou,  with  a  drainage  area  of  2,200  square  miles, 
is  a  tributary  of  the  Colorado  River  near  the  center  of  Texas.  Principal 
tributary  streams  are  Jim  Ned  Creek,  Hords  Creek,  Adams  Branch, 
and  Willis  Creek. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  October  8,  1945. 

Existing  project. — Lake  Brownwood  was  constructed  by  local 
interests  in  1932.  Enlargement  of  the  lake  for  flood  control  and  addi¬ 
tional  conservation  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1941 
and  1944.  Channel  improvements  have  been  constructed  on  Willis 
and  South  Willis  Creeks  at  the  city  of  Brownwood.  Hords  Creek  Dam 
upstream  from  Coleman  was  completed  in  1948. 

Flood  problem,. — The  flood  plains  investigated  are  along  Pecan  Bayou 
and  Jim  Ned  Creek,  along  the  Lake  Brownwood  shoreline,  along 
Adams  Branch  and  Willis  Creek  at  the  city  of  Brownwood,  and  along 
about  80  miles  of  the  Colorado  River.  The  investigated  flood  plan 
segments  involve  a  total  stream  distance  of  243  miles  and  a  total  area 
of  71,537  acres.  The  average  annual  damages  within  the  investigated 
flood  plains  are  estimated  at  $982,100.  The  dam  at  Lake  Brownwood 
is  considered  inadequate  and  the  spillway  should  be  enlarged  for  safety 
reasons.  There  is  a  need  for  additional  sources  of  water  for  municipal 
use  and  for  quality  control. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — It  is  recommended  that  the  plan 
for  enlarging  Lake  Brownwood  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Acts 
of  August  18,  1941,  and  December  22,  1944,  be  deauthorized  and 
that  a  multiple-purpose  plan  of  improvement  for  the  Pecan  Bayou 
watershed,  Texas,  be  authorized  to  provide  for  construction  of  the 
following:  Protective  measures  for  Lake  Brownwood  Dam  for  purposes 
of  flood  control  and  water  supply;  channel  improvements  along  Pecan 
Bayou  in  the  vicinity  of  Brownwood,  Tex.;  Pecan  Bayou  Reservoir 
on  Pecan  Bayou  upstream  from  existing  Lake  Brownwood  for  purposes 
of  flood  control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and  fish  and 
wildlife  and  general  recreation. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1963  prices). — 

Federal _  1  $24,  861,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  682,  000 

Total _  31,  543,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  amounts  currently  estimated  at 
$2,1S6,000  for  water  supply  and  $1, 172, 500  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Construction  costs. — 


Reconstructed  Lake  Brownwood _ $7,  300,  000 

Pecan  Bayou  Reservoir _  10,  520,  000 

Pecan  Bayou  Channel _  13,  723,  000 


Total  cost  of  project 


31,  543,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation  _ _  _ 

_ _ _  $822,200 

70,  500 

$221,000 

151,500 

$1,043,200 
222, 000 

Total  _ _ _ 

892, 700 

372,  500 

1,265,200 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ _ 

Water  supply _  _ 

Water  quality  control. 

1.820,400 
386,300 
29, 400 
676,800 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. _  _ 

Total. 

2,912,900 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.3. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Lake  Brown  wood  Dam  protective  measures:  Retain  ownership, 
maintain  the  project,  operate  the  flood  control  features,  and 
bear  all  annual  maintenance  and  operation  costs,  subject  to 
reimbursement  by  the  Federal  Government  for  annual  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation  costs  allocated  to  flood  control;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  reimburse  that  portion 
of  the  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply.  Toward  this 
amount,  local  interests  would  be  given  credit  for  the  estimated 
value  of  existing  lands  and  easements,  and  usable  appurtenances 
at  Lake  Brownwood. 

Pecan  Bayou  Reservoir:  Obtain  all  water  rights  necessary  for 
operation  of  the  project  in  the  interests  of  water  supply,  including 
water  quality  control;  repay  the  project  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply,  exclusive  of  water  quality  control,  presently  estimated 
at  $2,186,000  for  construction  and  $19,500  for  operation  and 
maintenance;  bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  such  amounts  currently 
estimated  at  $1,172,500  and  $40,000,  respectively. 

Pecan  Bayou  Channel:  Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way;  provide  all  relocations  of  buildings,  utilities, 
bridges,  and  roads,  sewers,  pipelines,  channel  dams,  and  other 
alterations  of  existing  improvements;  hold  and  save;  maintain 
and  operate;  provide  assurance  that  encroachments  within  the 
channels  and  rights-of-way  will  not  be  permitted;  provide  desig¬ 
nated  fill  areas  for  the  disposal  of  excess  material  from  the 
channel  excavation  work,  the  areas  to  be  within  reasonable  haul 
distance  of  the  project  (approximately  5  miles)  or  cost  for  ex¬ 
cessive  haid  distance  must  be  borne  by  local  interests;  agree  to 
publicize  flood  plain  information  in  the  area  concerned  and  to 
provide  this  information  to  zoning  and  other  regulatory  agencies 
and  public  information  media  for  their  guidance  and  appro¬ 
priate  action.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to 
meet  these  requirements. 
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Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Commented  concerning  the 
methodology  and  evaluation  of  fish  and  wildlife  benefits  by  the 
corps.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  that  the  corps  estimates, 
which  are  based  upon  experienced  visitation  at  existing  and 
comparable  projects  in  the  geographical  region,  are  conservative 
and  the  method  of  computing  fish  and  wildlife  benefits  was 
intended  to  express  the  additional  value  associated  with  hunting 
and  fishing  activities  that  result  from  the  project. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  work  is  a  needed  and  justified 
modification  of  a  previously  authorized  project.  The  proposed  plan  is 
recommended  for  authorization  to  serve  the  needs  of  the  area  in  the 
interest  of  flood  control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and  fish 
and  wildlife  and  general  recreation.  The  committee  is  particularly 
impressed  with  the  need  for  preserving  the  Lake  Brown  wood  Dam. 


Rappahannock  River,  Salem  Church  Reservoir,  Va. 

(S.  Doc.  37,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  northeastern  Virginia,  6  miles  upstream  from  Fred¬ 
ericksburg. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  30,  1955. 

Existing  project. — No  flood  control  projects  have  been  constructed 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  Rappahannock  River  Basin.  The 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1946  authorized  the  Salem  Church  project  for 
flood  control  and  hydroelectrical  power,  with  the  power  pool  to  be 
maintained  at  an  elevation  not  to  exceed  220  feet  mean  sea  level. 

Flood  problem. — Large  losses  from  flooding  occur  to  residential, 
commercial  and  industrial  development  in  Fredericksburg  and  resi¬ 
dential  development  in  the  community  of  Falmouth,  Va.  Gasoline  I 
fires  resulting  from  spillage  from  bulk  plants  in  Fredericksburg  during 
the  1942  flood  threatened  life  and  property.  There  also  is  a  need  for 
water  supply  and  water  quality  control. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Salem  Church  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  on  Rappahannock  River,  Va.,  for  recreation,  hydropower, 
water  quality  control,  water  supply,  and  flood  control;  Fredericksburg 
Dam  and  Reservoir  for  reregulation  of  power  flows;  and  that  following 
authorization  of  the  project,  detailed  investigations  and  designs  be 
made  for  the  purpose  of  accurately  defining  the  project  lands  required; 
that  advance  acquisition  be  made  of  such  lands  as  may  be  required 
to  preserve  the  site  against  incompatible  developments  and  that  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  be  authorized  to  participate  in  the  construction 
or  reconstruction  of  transportation  and  utility  facilities  in  advance 
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of  project  construction  as  required  to  preserve  such  areas  from  en¬ 
croachment  and  avoid  increased  costs  for  relocations.  Recommen¬ 
dation  includes  proviso  that  the  sizing  and  responsibility  for  develop¬ 
ment,  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  the  recreation 
features  of  the  reservoir  may  be  modified  in  accordance  with  the 
alternatives  provided  in  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act 
dependent  upon  the  intentions  of  non-Federal  interests  regarding 
participation  in  the  costs  of  those  features  at  the  time  of  construction 
and  subsequent  thereto,  and  that  appropriate  adjustments  reflecting 
such  modifications  may  be  made  in  the  allocation  of  costs  to  other 
project  purposes. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  October  1965). — 

Federal _  i  $79,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ 


Total _ _ _  79,500,000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  amounts  currently  estimated  at  $5,800,000  for 
water  supply  and  $6,633,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. ' 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $2,213,000  $339,000  $2,552,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  406,000  413,000  819,000 


Subtotal _  2,619,000  752,000  3,371,000 

Land  productivity  loss _ _ _ _ _  93,000 


Total . . . . . . . . .  3,464,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ... _ _  157,  000 

Watersupply _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  340,000 

Water  quality  control  __ _ _ _ _  2, 097,  000 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement _  2,990,000 

Hydro-power _ _ _  1,706,000 


Total _ „ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  7,290,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Establish  encroachment  lines  downstream  of 
the  dams  to  permit  efficient  reservoir  operation;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  water  rights  claims  resulting 
from  construction  and  operation  of  the  project;  contribute  to  the  con¬ 
trol  of  pollution  of  the  stream  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by 
adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their 
source:  exercise  to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control 
against  removal  of  streamflow  made  available  for  water  quality 
control  including  salinity  control;  repay  all  costs  allocated  to  muni¬ 
cipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as 
amended,  presently  estimated  at  $5,800,000  for  construction  and 
$39,000  annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  major  replacements; 
in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act:  ( a ) 
administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement;  (6)  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may 
be  through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  construe- 
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tion  cost  of  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  presently 
estimated  at  $6,633,000,  of  which  $1,433,000  woidd  be  initial  costs  for 
lands  and  facilities  and  $5,200,000  would  be  future  costs  for  facilities; 
and  (c)  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
incurred  therefor,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
presently  estimated  at  $374,000  annually  for  both  initial  and  future 
installations  of  facilities.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to 
provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  has  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  the  Congress  but  considers  that  the 
costs  of  salinity  control  should  be  allocated  to  the  enhancement  of 
commercial  fisheries  rather  than  to  water  quality  control. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
recognizes  that  water  quality  improvements  will  benefit  commercial 
fisheries;  however,  he  points  out  that  these  benefits  are  also  considered 
to  be  general  in  nature  and  the  allocation  suggested  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  would  have  no  significant  effect  on  the  cost  sharing.  He 
also  recommends  that  pumped  storage  power  facilities  be  included  if 
found  to  be  economically  feasible  during  the  planning  process  and  such 
inclusion  is  approved  by  him. 

Remarks. — This  is  a  much  needed  improvement  to  prevent  large 
flood  losses  in  Fredericksburg  and  Falmouth,  Va.  Water  supply  and 
water  quality  control  needs  would  also  be  alleviated  by  authorization 
of  the  proposed  plan.  However,  the  committee  recommends  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  project  with  the  hope  and  anticipation  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  will  keep  under  review  the  possibility  of  constructing  a 
smaller  dam  which  would  meet  the  water  supply  and  water  quality 
needs  of  the  area,  and  which  could  be  developed  at  less  cost. 


St.  Francis  Basin,  Ark.  and  Mo.  (Local  Cooperation 

Requirements) 

(S.  Doc.  11,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  St.  Francis  River  Basin  comprises  an  area  of  about 
5,200  square  miles  in  southeast  Missouri  and  northeast  Arkansas. 

Authority. — Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public 
Law  89-298). 

Existing  project. — The  St.  Francis  Basin  project,  a  part  of  the  overall 
plan  for  flood  control  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries,  provides 
for  a  plan  for  flood  control  and  drainage  including  Wappapello  Reser¬ 
voir,  leveed  floodways,  channel  improvements,  and  water  control 
structures.  The  improvements  authorized  in  the  1965  Flood  Control 
Act  consist  of  channel  improvements. 
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Problem. — The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  review  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation  for  the  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin 
authorized  in  the  1965  Flood  Control  Act  with  particular  reference  to 
Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing.  The  local  cooperation  require¬ 
ment  for  the  improvements  authorized  prior  to  the  1965  Flood  Control 
Act  consists  only  of  maintenance  of  levees.  This  local  cooperation  was 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946.  The  cooperation  for  the 
improvements  authorized  by  the  1965  Flood  Control  Act,  subject  to 
this  review  of  the  cost-sharing  requirements,  would  require  local  in¬ 
terests  to  provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the  works 
after  completion  and  make  all  necessary  relocations  to  highway  bridges. 
This  cooperation  is  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  reports  printed  in  House  Document  308, 
88th  Congress,  in  1964. 

Recommendation  oj  the  Chief  of  Engineers. — The  Chief  of  Engineers 
recommends  that  the  local  cooperation  for  the  1965  works  conform  to 
those  of  the  previously  authorized  project  under  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1946,  which  limits  the  local  cooperation  to  maintenance  of 
project  levees.  This  recommendation  is  based  on  the  high  degree  of 
local  responsibility  exercised  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin  in  the  past  and 
the  aspects  of  equity  involved  in  a  judgment  on  a  matter  of  this  nature. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
comments  as  follows: 


Your  transmittal  letter 
1964  report  was  the  estab 
the  lower  Mississippi  Val 


mints  out  that  an  objective  of  the 
ishment  of  cost-sharing  policies  in 
ey  consistent  with  those  followed 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States.  We  are  not  aware  of  any 
reason  for  favored  treatment  of  local  interests  in  the  St. 
Francis  Basin  or  elsewhere  in  the  lower  Mississippi  Valley 
relative  to  other  regions  of  the  United  States.  Hence,  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  relieving  local  interests  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin  of 
costs  which  local  interests  bear  in  other  regions  of  the  country 
is  inequitable  and  discriminatory. 

According^,  while  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  the  proposed  report,  we  strongly  favor  the  1964  position  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  support  of  a  uniform  policy  of  local 
cost  sharing,  rather  than  the  position  reflected  in  the  1966 
report. 


Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
in  his  letter  transmitting  the  Chief  of  Engineers’  report  to  Congress, 
comments: 


In  the  course  of  considering  the  points  made  in  the  inclosed 
report,  the  Congress  should  note  that  the  recommendation 
made  therein  is  a  reversal  of  a  position  taken  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  his  1964  report  on  the  entire  lower  Mississippi 
Valley. 

The  restudy  which  led  to  the  1964  report  had  as  one  of 
its  goals  the  object  of  establishing  cost-sharing  policies 
which  would  be  consistent  among  the  several  river  basins 
forming  the  lower  Mississippi  Valley  and  with  those  followed 
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elsewhere  in  the  United  States.  The  1964  recommendation 
concerning  cost  sharing  was  consistent  with  that  goal.  The 
1966  recommendation  is  inconsistent  with  it  and,  if  approved 
by  the  Congress,  will  relieve  local  interests  in  this  one  river 
basin  of  a  cost-sharing  obligation  uniformly  imposed  through¬ 
out  the  United  States. 

The  only  reason  cited  for  favored  treatment  of  local  inter¬ 
ests  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin  is  that  this  seems  equitable  in 
the  light  of  very  large  local  contributions  to  antiflood  meas¬ 
ures  in  the  past.  Over  the  30  years  beginning  in  1936  local 
interests  in  the  St.  Francis  have  contributed  about  48  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  spent  on  flood  protection,  against  a  nation¬ 
wide  average  of  25  percent.  However,  in  the  last  10  years  the 
St.  Francis  local  effort  has  aggregated  only  17  percent — or 
well  below  the  national  average.  Congress  must  judge  where 
the  equities  lie  in  this  situation,  but  it  is  my  view  that  the 
argument  for  rejecting  the  standard  cost-sharing  formula  in 
the  St.  Francis  Basin  is  not  at  all  persuasive. 

Estimated  cost. — The  first  cost  of  the  responsibilities  with  which 
this  report  is  concerned  is  $7,760,000,  and  the  annual  maintenance 
cost  is  $84,000,  based  on  1965  prices. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  regarding  local  cooperation  requirements  for  the 
project  works  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965,  be  modi¬ 
fied  to  conform  to  that  of  the  previously  authorized  project  under  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1946.  In  view  of  the  very  large  local  contribu¬ 
tions  for  flood  protection  measures  in  the  past,  the  committee  con¬ 
siders  this  to  be  an  appropriate  adjustment. 


South  Branch  Wild  Rice  River — Felton  Ditch,  Minn. 

(H.  Doc.  98,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  South  Branch  of  the  Wild  Rice  River  and  Felton 
Ditch  are  located  in  west  central  Minnesota.  These  streams  are 
tributaries  of  the  Wild  Rice  River,  an  eastern  tributary  of  the  Red 
River  of  the  North. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  15,  1950.  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
June  27,  1950,  and  July  19,  1950. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control 
projects  in  the  South  Branch  or  Felton  Ditch  watersheds.  The  corps 
has  constructed  a  channel  improvement  in  the  lower  Wild  Rice  and 
Marsh  Rivers,  and  done  channel  clearing  on  the  lower  Wild  Rice 
River  below  the  lower  limit  of  the  earlier  improvement. 

Flood  problem.— Rapid  runoff  from  the  South  Branch  Wild  Rice 
River  and  Felton  Ditch  Basins  overflow  the  stream  banks,  causing 
extensive  crop  damage  and  related  agricultural  losses.  Flood  damages 
also  occur  to  farm  buildings,  roads,  and  bridges,  and  losses  result  from 
erosion,  sedimentation,  and  weed  infestation. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Snagging  and  clearing  South 
Branch  of  Wild  River  between  miles  17.2  and  14.5,  enlarging  the 
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channel  between  mile  14.5  and  the  mouth;  enlarging  Felton  Ditch 
between  mile  17.7  and  the  mouth;  together  with  drop  structures, 
low  dikes,  and  related  work  at  certain  locations. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  February  1965). — 

Federal _  $1,  230,  000 

Non-Federal _  222,  000 

Total _  1,  452,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation.. . . 

.  $49, 000 

$8, 800 
5,500 

$57, 800 
5, 500 

Total . . . . . . 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented. _ _ 

.  49, 000 

14, 300 

63, 300 
271,500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
provide  all  necessary  relocations  and  local  betterments;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate 
project  works;  prevent  encroachments  on  rights-of-way  and  improve¬ 
ments;  organize  properly  constituted  legal  entity  to  cooperate  with 
Federal  Government;  provide  local  cooperation  and  associated  works 
necessary  for  full  realization  of  benefits.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you 
a  draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states: 

In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions  referred  to 
in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation 
transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  with  interest  the  unusually  high 
benefit-cost  ratio  and  considers  the  early  construction  is  clearly 
warranted. 


Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  Ky. 

(H.  Doc.  340,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Southwestern  Jefferson  County  is  bordered  by  the  Ohio 
River  on  the  west  and  the  Louisville  metropolitan  area  on  the  north. 
Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
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May  18,  1964,  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution 
adopted  June  23,  1964. 

Existing  'projects. — There  are  no  existing  flood  control  projects  in 
the  problem  area. 

Flood  problems. — The  major  problem  is  caused  by  overflow  from  the 
Ohio  River,  which  frequently  inundates  a  very  large  area  rapidly  being 
developed  for  urban  use.  There  are  already  about  40,000  residents  in 
the  flood  plain,  even  though  it  is  only  30  percent  developed.  A  recur¬ 
rence  of  the  largest  past  flood,  that  of  1937,  would  now  cause  damages 
estimated  at  about  $51  million. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  a  long 
continuous  earth  levee  with  a  short  length  of  concrete  floodwall 
running  essentially  along  the  left  bank  of  the  Ohio  River  together 
with  associated  interior  drainage  facilities  and  a  small  permanent 
impoundment  for  recreation  and  fishing. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1966). — 

Federal _ 1  $19,  800,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  400,  000 

Total _  23,  200,  000 

1  Includes  $3,400,000  reimbursement  for  local  share  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  costs. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Mon-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replenishment.  _ 

. .  $600,000 

$175, 000 
285, 000 

$775,000 
2S5, 000 

Subtotal _  _ 

Land  productivity  loss.  . .  .  .  ..  _ _ _ 

_  600, 000 

460,  000 

1,060, 000 
39, 000 

Total . . . 

1,099,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement _ 

1,543, 000 
600,  000 

Total - - - 

2,143, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  including  sufficient 
interest  to  control  developments  in  ponding  areas  that  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  significant  damages  when  flooded;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  provide  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  relocations  of  buildings  and  utilities,  highway  bridges, 
sewers,  related  and  special  facilities  and  local  betterments;  prohibit 
encroachment  on  improved  channels  and  ponding  areas  and,  if  ponding 
areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  substitute  storage  capacity  or 
equivalent  pumping  capacity  will  be  provided  promptly  without  cost 
to  the  United  States;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all 
water-rights  claims  which  may  result  from  construction  and  operation 
of  the  project;  effect  necessary  and  reasonable  measures  to  prevent  or 
control  pollution  to  the  extent  that  the  recreational  opportunities  may 
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be  realized;  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which 
may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  the  separable  first 
cost  of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement,  the  amount  involved  being  currently  estimated  at  $3,- 
400,000  including  $630,000  for  future  recreation;  bear  all  costs  of 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  lands  and  facilities  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  an  annual  amount 
currently  estimated  at  $123,000  initially,  and  $209,000  ultimately. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  has  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  the  Congress  and  it  concurs  in  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army’s  recommendation  that  the  project  should  be 
reviewed  prior  to  construction  to  determine  if  the  size  and  scope 
should  be  modified  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  between 
structural  works  and  flood  plain  regulation  and  management. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
recommends  that  the  project,  if  authorized,  be  reviewed  prior  to 
construction  to  determine  if  the  size  and  scope  should  be  modified  to 
achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  between  structural  works  and 
flood  plain  regulation  and  management. 

Remarks. — A  project  of  this  type  is  badly  needed  to  supplement  the 
flood  plain  zoning  already  being  enforced  by  local  interests.  It  is  noted 
that  a  recurrence  of  the  largest  past  flood  would  be  disastrous  for  the 
area. 


Sweetwater  River,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  148,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Sweetwater  River  Basin  comprises  219  square 
miles  in  the  coastal  region  of  San  Diego  County  in  southern  Califor¬ 
nia.  The  principal  developed  area,  the  area  under  consideration,  is 
approximately  6  miles  southeast  of  the  central  business  district  of 
the  city  of  San  Diego. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1941. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control. 

Flood  problem. — Because  of  the  scarcity  of  land,  development  has 
been  taking  place  in  the  flood  plain  between  National  City  and  Chula 
Vista  in  the  face  of  great  potential  flood  damage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  improvements  and 
levees  as  part  of  a  combined  flood  control  and  highway  project  with 
the  improved  channel  flanked  along  much  of  its  length  by  freeway 
lanes.  The  improved  channel  would  extend  upstream  for  approxi¬ 
mately  3.4  miles  between  the  cities  of  Chula  Vista  and  National  City. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  June  1964)- — 

Federal _  $4,  900,  000 

Non-Federal _  4,  300,  000 

Total _  9,  200,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortizaton.  _ _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation . .  . 

_  $160, 500 

_  0 

$160,500 

30,  000 

$321,  000 
30,  000 

Total _ 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _  . 

_  160, 500 

190, 500 

351,  000 
838,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way. 
Provide  all  necessary  construction,  modification  or  relocation  of 
highways,  bridges,  utilities,  and  drainage  facilities.  Maintain  and 
operate  the  works  after  completion.  Hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages.  Adjust  all  water  rights’  claims.  Prevent  any  ob¬ 
struction  or  encroachment  that  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying 
capacity  of  the  improved  channel.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost 
for  this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to 
you  a  draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s 
instructions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project 
as  unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  proposed  works  are  part  of  a  combined  flood  control 
and  highway  project,  at  a  considerable  saving  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  committee  notes  the  recommended  improvements  will 
provide  protection  to  a  rapidly  urbanizing  area. 


Tanana  River  at  Fairbanks,  Alaska 
(S.  Doc. - ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  city  of  Fairbanks,  located  in  central  Alaska,  is  about 
400  miles  north-northeast  of  Anchorage.  The  city  is  located  between 
the  Tanana  and  Chena  Rivers  about  10  miles  above  their  confluence. 
The  drainage  area  of  the  Tanana  and  Chena  Rivers  above  Fairbanks 
is  about  20,000  square  miles. 
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Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
January  6,  1965. 

Existing  'project. — The  only  flood  control  project  constructed  by  the 
Federal  Government  is  the  existing  3-mile-long  diversion  dike  across 
the  upstream  Chena  Slough  in  the  vicinity  of  Moose  Creek  Butte. 
The  purpose  of  the  project  completed  in  1945  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  is  to  prevent  Tanana  River  flows  from  diverting  into  the  Chena 
River.  The  Flood  Control  Act  of  July  3,  1959,  authorized  construction 
of  a  dam  on  the  Chena  River  to  divert  flood  flows  into  the  Tanana 
River,  and  12  miles  of  levees  and  allied  works  at  Fairbanks.  Extensive 
development  in  the  area  of  the  diversion  channel  increased  the  project 
costs  and  the  authorized  project  was  considered  no  longer  suitable. 

Flood  problem. — The  major  flood  problem  at  Fairbanks  results  from 
overbank  flooding  of  the  Chena  and  Tanana  Rivers.  Flooding  is 
caused  by  large  snowmelt  runoff  during  the  spring  breakup  and  in 
the  summer  by  intense  rainstorms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  a  dam  and  reservoir  on  the  main  Chena  River  for  flood 
control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  a  flood  control 
dam  and  detention  reservoir  on  the  Little  Chena  River,  and  a  levee 
system  along  the  north  bank  of  the  Tanana  River  extending  from 
Moose  Creek  Butte  downstream  to  the  mouth  of  the  Chena  River 
and  thense  5  miles  up  the  east  bank  of  the  Chena  River.  The  levee 
work  would  incorporate  and  enlarge  the  existing  Moose  Creek  levee. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1967  price  level). — 

Federal _  $111,  700,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  300,  000 

Total _  113,000,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .  $3,891,000  $56,000  $3,947,000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement .  261,000  144,000  405,000 


Total . .  4,152,000  200,000  4,352,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control . . . . . .  11, 555, 000 

Recreation: 

General . . . . . .  250,000 

Fish  and  wildlife . . . .  34,000 


Total 


11,839,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction  of  the  levee  and  interior  drainage  works;  hold  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the  levee  and 
interior  drainage  works  after  completion;  accomplish  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  necessary  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  and 
utilities;  prevent  encroachment  on  channels  and  ponding  areas;  pro¬ 
vide  guidance  in  the  management  of  future  development  in  the  flood 
plain;  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement;  contribute  one-half  of  the  separable  cost 
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of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment.,  a  sum  presently  estimated  to  be  $735,000,  and  bear  all  costs 
for  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  lands  and  facilities 
for  these  purposes.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable- 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska:  Favorable  . 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
would  protect  the  Fairbanks  area  and  nearby  Fort  Wain wright  which 
suffered  damage  estimated  to  be  $95  million  in  August  1967  by  the 
largest  recorded  flood  in  the  history  of  central  Alaska.  Ninety-five 
percent  of  the  city  of  Fairbanks  was  flooded;  the  airbase  was  covered 
by  water,  and  a  large  portion  of  the  base’s  structures  made  inoperable. 
At  the  time  this  disaster  struck,  the  committee  immediately  authorized 
a  special  on-site  investigation  and  requested  a  written  report  and 
specific  recommendations  to  prevent  similar  disasters.  Investigation 
showed  that  prompt  flood  control  measures  were  needed.  The  com¬ 
mittee  commends  authorities  of  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  for  moving  expeditiously  to  review 
the  revised  proposed  Tanana  River  Basin  flood  control  project  study. 
Residents  of  the  Fairbanks  area  have  evidenced  their  desire  to  co¬ 
operate  to  the  fullest.  Fairbanks  future  incorporates  its  being  the 
industrial  gateway  to  resource  development  in  the  Brooks  Range  and 
western  Alaska.  The  committee  considers  this  project  to  be  needed 
and  to  be  economically  well  justified  and  believes  that  early  initiation 
of  the  project  is  desirable.  Accordingly,  language  has  been  included 
in  the  bill  authorizing  its  construction. 


Texas  City  and  Vicinity,  Texas  (La  Marque-Hitchcock 
Extension),  Hurricane  Flood  Protection 
(H.  Doc.  187,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  cities  of  Texas  City,  La  Marque,  and  Hitchcock 
adjoin  along  the  westerly  shore  of  Galveston  Bay  in  Galveston  County, 
Tex. 

Authority. — House  of  Representatives  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  adopted  May  10,  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  authorized  the 
construction  of  about  18  miles  of  new  and  enlarged  levees  and  flood- 
walls,  together  with  related  drainage  and  closure  structures,  a  naviga¬ 
tion  and.  tidal  control  structure,  and  pumping  plants  to  provide  pro¬ 
tection  against  hurricane  tides  for  Texas  City  and  the  adjacent  eastern 
section  of  La  Marque.  Construction  of  the  hurricane  flood  protection 
project  was  initiated  in  1962.  A  flood  control  project  for  Highland 
Bayou,  Tex.,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965,  provides 
for  protection  from  upstream  flooding  to  Hitchcock  and  La  Marque 
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by  improvement  of  the  Highland  Bayon  channel  and  construction  of  a 
diversion  channel  following  generally  along  Basford  Bayou  to  Jones 
Bay. 

Flood  problem. — Severe  hurricanes  have  caused  tides  of  15  feet  above 
mean  sea  level  in  the  Galveston  Bay  area.  Hurricane  Carla  in  Septem¬ 
ber  1961  produced  surge  heights  from  10  to  13  feet  above  mean  sea 
level  in  the  unprotected  La  Marque-Hitchcock  area  and  caused  flood 
damages  of  approximately  $2,350,000.  Under  present  conditions  the 
occurrence  of  a  hurricane  floodtide  of  15  feet  above  mean  sea  level 
would  cause  damages  in  this  area  estimated  at  $6,375,000  and  pose  a 
severe  threat  to  human  life. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  of  improvement  would 
provide  for  enclosure  of  the  La  Marque-Hitchcock  area  by  about  11.4 
miles  of  earth  levee,  with  related  drainage  and  closure  structures  and 
a  gated  navigation  and  tidal  control  structure  in  Jones  Bay.  The 
levee  would  join  the  authorized  Texas  City  hurricane  flood  protec¬ 
tion  project  near  its  junction  with  Interstate  Highway  45,  and  extend 
southward  and  westward  to  terminate  on  high  ground  south  of 
Hitchcock.  The  authorized  La  Marque  pumping  station  and  adjoining 
levee  extending  northwesterly  on  the  westerly  side  of  Interstate 
Highway  45  would  be  eliminated  from  the  Federal  project. 

Estimated  cost.  ( Price  level  of  December  1965). — 

Federal _  $10,  990,  000 

Non-Federal _  1  4,  710,  000 

Total _  15,  700,  000 

1  The  non-Federal  portion  of  recommended  new  work  would  be  $5,466,000;  however,  the  recommended 
plan  of  improvement  would  eliminate  certain  costs  for  the  authorized  project  not  yet  completed.  The  net 
additional  amount  is  presently  estimated  at  $706,000  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations, 
and  $4,004,000  cash  contribution  for  a  total  of  $4,710,000. 

Project  economies. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization., . . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

. . .  $383,000 

.  0 

$164, 000 

50,  000 

$547,  000 
50,  000 

Total... . . . 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented . . . 

.  383, 000 

214,  000 

597,  000 
866,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  all  borrow  areas  and  accomplish  the  relocation  of  buildings, 
pipelines,  and  utilities;  bear  30  percent  of  the  first  cost,  to  consist  of 
the  cost  of  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  and  a  cash 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $4,760,000  to  be  paid  either  in  a 
lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to 
start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  approved  construc¬ 
tion  schedules;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
maintain  and  operate  and  prohibit  encroachment  on  improved  channels 
or  on  ponding  areas,  and  if  the  capacity  of  the  ponding  area  is  im¬ 
paired,  provide  promptly,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  substitute 
ponding  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  that  they  are  willing  to  furnish  the  required  cooperation. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvements  would  reduce  the  flood 
damage  caused  by  hurricane  and  severe  tropical  storms  in  the  un¬ 
protected  La  Marque-Hitchcock  area.  The  committee  notes  that  the 
project  would  join  the  existing  Texas  City  hurricane  flood  protection 
project  and  considers  this  project  economically  justified  and  recom¬ 
mends  its  adoption. 


Interim  Report  No.  3,  Wabash  River  Basin,  Comprehensive 
Study,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Ohio 
(S.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Wabash  River  Basin  has  a  drainage  area  of  33,100 
square  miles  of  which  319  are  in  western  Ohio,  8,563  in  eastern 
Illinois,  and  24,218  in  central  Indiana.  The  basin  is  about  285  miles  ^ 
long  and  190  miles  wide.  The  Wabash  River  rises  near  Celina,  Ohio, 
flows  northwesterly  67  miles  to  Huntington,  Ind.,  thence  generally 
southwest  and  south  312  miles  to  its  confluence  with  the  White 
River,  its  major  tributary  which  drains  11,400  square  miles;  then 
continues  southwesterly  96  miles  to  join  the  Ohio  River  133  miles 
above  the  confluence  of  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  Rivers.  Overall 
length  of  the  Wabash  River  is  about  475  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate,  adopted  May  6,  1958. 

Existing  project.- — Sixty -five  Federal  flood  control  or  multiple- 
purpose  projects  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin  have  been  specifically 
authorized  for  construction.  Eleven  of  these  are  reservoirs  and  the 
remainder  are  local  flood  protection  projects. 

Problem. — The  Wabash  Basin  is  flooded  almost  every  year  and 
sometimes  several  times  a  year.  Because  of  this,  the  basin  has  many 
low  levees  built  by  private  interests  to  protect  agricultural  areas. 

These  are  generally  inadequate  and  at  best  provide  only  partial  pro¬ 
tection.  Flood  control  is  needed  and  desired  by  local  interests.  The 
problems  of  flood  control,  water  quality,  water  supply,  and  recreation 
on  the  Little  Wabash  and  Skillet  Fork  Rivers,  Ill.,  and  Big  Walnut  ( 
Creek,  Big  Blue  River,  and  Flatrock  River,  Ind.,  are  among  the  most 
urgent  of  remaining  water  problems  in  the  Wabash  Basin. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  the  Louisville, 

Helm,  and  Big  Blue  Reservoirs  to  serve  the  primary  purposes  of  flood 
control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  general  recreation,  and 
fish  and  wildlife  recreation;  the  Downeyville  Reservoir  to  serve  all 
of  these  purposes  except  water  quality  control;  and  the  Marion  project 
for  local  flood  protection.  These  projects  wrere  selected  to  meet  the 
most  urgent  water  problems  in  the  Wabash  Basin.  The  Big  Walnut 
Reservoir  was  recommended  by  the  district  and  division  engineers 
and  board  of  engineers;  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is 
withheld  pending  further  study  of  the  impact  of  the  project  on  natural 
values. 
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Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level). — 


Federal  Non-Federal  i  Total 


Louisville,  Reservoir,  III _ 

Helm  Reservoir,  III _ 

Big  Blue  Reservoir,  Ind _ 

Downeyville  Reservoir,  Ind _ 

Marion  local  protection,  Indiana 


$29,000,000  _  $29,000,000 

22,600,000  _  22,600,000 

29,200.000  _  29,200,000 

33,700,000  _  33,700,000 

1,240,000  $320,000  1,560,000 


Total 


115,740,000  1  320,000  2  116,060,000 


1  Non-Federal  reimbursement  of  $24,048,000  for  water  supply  and  $16,147,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement. 

2  Net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  $75,545,000. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _  $2,509,500  $1,129,000  $3,638,500 

Maintenance  and  operation _  212,000  1,083,500  1,295,500 


Subtotal . . . . . . .  2,721,500  2,212,500  4,934,000 

Land  productivity  loss . . __ . . . . . .  190,000 


Total . . . . . . . .  5,124,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control . . . . . . ...  3,025,000 

Water  supply . . . . . . . . _ . .  1, 529, 000 

Water  quality  control . . . . .  517,000 

Recreation... . . . . . . . . .  3,832,000 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement . . . . . . . .  246, 000 


Total 


9, 070,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Reservoirs:  Prior  to  construction  of  each  of  the  darns  and 
reservoirs,  responsible  local  interests  are  required  to  furnish  as¬ 
surances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will 
pay  the  construction  costs  and  the  annual  maintenance,  operation, 
and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  as  determined 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  the  total  of  such  costs 
being  presently  estimated  at  $24,048,000  and  $75,000,  respectively; 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act,  agree  to  administer  project  land  and  water  area 
for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute 
in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest 
not  less  than  one-half  of  the  separable  first  costs  of  the  projects 
allocated  to  either  or  both  general  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement;  and  bear  all  costs  of  maintenance,  operation,  and 
replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities; 
the  total  of  such  costs  being  presently  estimated  at  $16,147,000 
and  $1,002,000,  respectively;  prevent  channel  encroachments 
tending  to  produce  present  (1967)  channel  capacities  downstream 
from  the  dams;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  from  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construction  and 
operation  of  the  reservoirs;  exercise,  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
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legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of  streamflow  made 
available  by  reservoir  storage  for  water  quality  control  purposes; 
and  contribute  to  the  control  of  pollution  of  the  streams  for  which 
low-flow  augmentation  is  proposed  by  adequate  treatment  or 
other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source. 

Local  flood  protection  at  Marion:  Prior  to  construction,  respon¬ 
sible  local  interests  are  required  to  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  of  the  project,  including  lands  designated 
for  borrow  and  ponding  purposes;  make  all  aterations  of  high¬ 
ways,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  related  facilities  occasioned 
by  the  construction  works;  hold  an  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  prevent  en¬ 
croachment  on  the  existing  channel. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable  except  for  Big  Walnut 
Reservoir;  notes  that  the  Department  is  opposed  to  any  project  { 
that  would  invade  area  recently  declared  eligible  for  a  registra¬ 
tion  as  a  natural  landmark.  Chief  of  Engineers  replied  that  he  is 
withholding  recommendation  on  Big  Walnut  pending  further 
study  of  the  impact  of  the  project  on  natural  values. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable,  after  completion  of 
special  studies  and  coordination  concerning  Little  Wabash  and 
Skillet  Fork  basins. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  extensive  damage  to  crops  and 
land  that  occurred  in  the  two  recent  floods.  It  considers  that  the  proj¬ 
ects  are  essential  to  provide  flood  protection,  water  supply,  water 
quality  control,  and  other  needs  of  the  basin. 

The  committee  also  notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report 
on  the  Wabash  River  has  withheld  recommendation  concerning  au-  1 
thorization  of  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  Indiana.  The 
committee  expects  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  reevaluate  this 
project  as  rapidly  as  possible  in  order  that  action  may  be  taken  by  the 
Congress  on  any  alternative  or  mutually  agreed  upon  project  that  may 
ultimately  be  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 


Yazoo  River,  Miss. 

(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Yazoo  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  the  Talla¬ 
hatchie  and  Yalobusha  Rivers,  at  Greenwood  in  west-central  Missis¬ 
sippi,  and  flows  generally  southwesterly  169  miles  to  the  Mississippi 
River  at  Vicksburg,  Miss. 
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Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1875  authorized  the 
improvement  of  Yazoo  River  by  removal  of  snags,  wrecks,  submerged 
logs,  overhanging  trees,  and  other  obstructions  in  the  channel.  No 
minimum  depth  or  width  was  specified.  Vicksburg  Harbor  is  main¬ 
tained  to  a  minimum  depth  of  12  feet  and  minimum  width  of  150  feet 
between  the  Mississippi  River  and  the  lower  limit  of  the  Yazoo  River 
navigation  project.  Extensive  flood  control  improvements  in  the  basin 
includes  a  levee  along  the  west  bank  of  the  river  and  two  small  loop 
levees  on  the  east  bank;  four  reservoirs  (Arkabutla,  Sardis,  Enid,  and 
Grenada);  two  auxiliary  channels;  local  protection  works  for  Green¬ 
wood,  Belzoni,  and  Yazoo  City;  channel  improvements  on  the  Cold- 
water,  Tallahatchie,  and  Yazoo  Rivers  and  their  principal  tributaries; 
and  levees  on  the  various  streams  where  required. 

Navigation  problem. — A  channel  depth  of  9  feet  that  is  comparable 
to  other  projects  of  the  inland  waterway  system  is  available  less  than 
one-half  of  the  year  and  a  dependable  year-round  channel  is  needed 
to  serve  a  tributary  area  of  14  counties. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
navigation  project  to  provide  a  channel  with  a  9-foot  depth  and  150- 
foot  minimum  bottom  width  between  the  mouth  and  Greenwood. 
The  physical  features  include  a  lock  and  dam  near  the  mouth,  channel 
realinement  and  dredging,  raising  the  control  weir  at  the  upper  end  of 
the  Whittington  auxiliary  channel,  modification  of  Sardis  Reservoir  to 
provide  additional  storage  for  navigation,  and  bridge  alterations. 
The  plan  also  includes  additional  recreation  access  sites  on  the  en¬ 
larged  Sardis  Reservoir  and  recreation  sites  at  the  lock  and  dam  pool. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1966). — 

Federal _ 1  $52,  147,  000 

Non-Federal _  760,  000 

Total _  52,  907,  000 

1  Excludes  $93,000  for  aids  to  navigation. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . .  $2,086,000  $62,000  $2,148,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements.. .  1 577, 000  101,000  678,000 


Total 


2, 663,  000  163,  000  2, 826, 000 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings . . . . . . - . . .  3,  169,500 

General  recreation _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1,057,000 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement — . . . - . . .  57,000 

Area  redevelopment . . . . - . . .  334,000 


Total 


4,617,050 


>  Includes  $20,000  maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way, 
and  flowage  rights  in  overflow  areas,  except  at  Sardis  Reservoir,  and 
for  aids  to  navigation  including  suitable  areas  required  in  the  general 
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public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  necessary 
retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  cost 
of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  free  from  damages  including 
but  not  limited  to  those  resulting  from  dredging,  change  in  ground 
water  level  and  wave  action;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  public 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities,  including  berths  and  access  channels, 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  accomplish  alterations  and  relocations 
as  required  except  those  required  for  increasing  the  capacity  of 
Sardis  Reservoir,  including  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  alteration  of  the 
State  highway  bridge  at  Belzoni;  bear  fust  and  annual  costs  associ¬ 
ated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  such  amount 
currently  estimated  at  $1  million  and  $47,000,  respectively.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Generally  favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  The  Department  stated  that  any 
increase  in  the  operating  pool  level  in  Sardis  Reservoir  will 
materially  affect  works  of  improvement  on  areas  benefited  by  ( 
watershed  projects  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  either  exist¬ 
ing  or  being  planned.  The  Department  suggested  that  in  order 
to  keep  the  impact  on  agricultural  interests  and  local  investments 
to  a  minimum,  changes  in  reservoir  operating  levels  should  be 
negotiated  with  the  concerned  sponsors  and  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  before  final  operation  plans  are  made.  Also,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  indicated  there  are  future  irrigation  water  needs  for  the 
Yazoo-Mississippi  Delta  area  to  be  met  from  surface  water 
sources.  The  Department  urged  further  consideration  of  design 
and  operational  adjustments  to  supply  long-range  agricultural 
water  needs.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  replied  that  close  coordina¬ 
tion  would  be  maintained  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  in 
the  planning  of  operating  pool  levels  in  Sardis  Reservoir  which 
might  affect  upstream  watershed  programs.  Also,  an  increase  in 
the  base  flow  of  the  Yazoo  River  would  shorten  the  navigation 
season  to  the  point  where  navigation  would  not  be  feasible; 
however,  a  large  part  of  the  flow  needed  for  the  recommended 
plan  would  be  available  to  irrigation  and  other  purposes  if  the 
economy  of  the  area  should  expand  enough  to  justify  the  > 
construction  of  a  four-lock  waterway  in  the  future.  | 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  The  Public 
Health  Service  noted  that  it  is  questionable  whether  the  Yazoo 
River  above  Vicksburg  and  the  Sardis  Reservoir  would  meet  the 
Mississippi  water  quality  standards  for  recreation  waters  and 
recommended  reevaluation  of  the  recreation  benefits  for  the 
proposed  Vicksburg  lock  and  dam  area  and  establishment  of  a 
water  quality  monitoring  program  at  Sardis  Reservoir.  The  Chief 
of  Engineers  replied  that  recent  legislation  in  Mississippi  provides 
the  necessary  tools  to  improve  and  enhance  the  waters  in  the  river 
and  that  because  of  the  need  for  water-based  recreation  in  the 
vicinity  of  Vicksburg,  recreation  benefits  used  are  adequate  and 
appropriate.  Also,  a  water  quality  monitoring  program  for  Sardis 
Reservoir  was  started  in  November  1966. 
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Department  of  Transportation:  The  Federal  Highway  Ad¬ 
ministration  suggested  that  since  alteration  of  an  existing  highway 
bridge  at  Belzoni  is  made  necessary  by  improvement  of  the 
channel  for  the  benefit  of  navigation,  rather  than  normal  growth 
of  waterway  traffic,  the  entire  cost  of  the  bridge  alteration  should 
be  included  as  a  project  cost.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  replied  that 
the  corps  determination  was  based  on  the  following:  the  Yazoo 
River  is  a  navigable  stream;  the  bridge  represents  an  obstruction 
to  navigation;  and  the  bridge  owner  will  receive  a  direct  benefit  in 
the  form  of  increased  life  expectancy  for  the  alteration. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Mississippi:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  preponderance  of  project  benefits  would  not  accrue 
until  the  last  half  of  the  50-year  period  of  analysis.  The  Bureau  further 
notes  that  projected  annual  benefits  would  not  equal  the  average  annual 
costs  of  the  Vicksburg  to  Yazoo  City  leg  of  the  project  for  nearly  15 
years  and  for  the  Yazoo  City  to  Greenwood  leg  for  nearly  20  years. 
The  Bureau  also  noted  that  the  upper  leg  of  the  project  could  be 
constructed  independently  following  completion  of  construction  of  the 
lower  leg  of  the  project.  The  Bureau  believes  that  construction  of  the 
project  should  be  deferred  until  the  potential  annual  benefits  expected 
to  accrue  immediately  following  construction  are  equal  to  the  average 
annual  costs  of  the  project.  Therefore,  the  Bureau  would  expect  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  review  the  timing  of  initiation  of  each  leg  of  the 
project  prior  to  requesting  appropriations  of  funds  for  construction. 
Subject  to  consideration  of  these  comments,  the  Bureau  advises  there 
would  be  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  the  improvement  of  the  Yazoo 
River  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  an  essential  link  in  the 
inland  waterway  system  of  the  Nation  which  will  foster  the  continued 
economic  growth  of  Mississippi.  The  committee  recommends  its 
authorization. 


Section  204 

School  facilities,  Dworshak  Dam,  Idaho. — Construction  of  the 
Dworshak  Dam  was  initiated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1963  and  is 
scheduled  for  completion  in  1973.  Since  initiation  of  the  project  there 
has  been  a  large  influx  of  workers  who  have  children  of  school  age.  The 
additional  enrollments  of  workers’  children  has  greatly  overloaded  the 
available  school  facilities  of  the  Orofino,  Idaho  Joint  School  District 
No.  17,  and  the  situation  will  worsen  in  the  next  few  years.  The  U.S. 
Office  of  Education  in  a  move  to  relieve  the  critical  situation  had 
reserved  funds  under  Public  Law  81-815,  which  would  assist  the  school 
district  in  providing  additional  needed  facilities.  However,  early  in 
1968  the  Office  of  Education  notified  interested  parties  that  due  to  the 
critical  shortage  of  funds,  the  moneys  for  the  Orofino  School  District 
had  been  deferred.  Therefore,  in  order  to  assist  the  school  district  in 
this  matter,  language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  authorizing  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  provide  such  school  facilities  as  may  be  needed 
for  the  education  of  dependents  of  workers  engaged  in  the  construction 
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of  the  Dworshak  Dam.  Similar  assistance  was  provided  to  the  Libby 
Dam  in  Montana  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1966,  since  the  impact 
on  the  school  facilities  was  due  to  construction  of  a  Federal  water 
resource  project. 

Section  205 

Pi  (authorization  o  f  the  Weber  Paver,  Utah,  flood  control  project. — This 
item  would  extend  until  April  16,  1972,  the  date  on  which  the  project 
on  the  Weber  River,  Utah,  would  expire  unless  local  interests  furnish 
the  required  assurances  of  local  cooperation. 

The  project  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control  and  allied  purposes,  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  approved  July  3,  1958,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  contained  in  House 
Document  158,  84th  Congress.  The  recommended  plan  required 
that  local  interests,  prior  to  construction  of  the  project,  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will, 
among  other  things,  furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and 
undertake  all  road,  bridge  and  utility  alterations  and  relocations 
required  for  the  project. 

Section  201  of  the  authorizing  act  contained  the  standard  provision 
that  the  authorization  for  any  flood  control  project  adopted  by  the 
act  and  requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  5  years  from  the  date 
on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Department 
of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  unless  the  local 
interests  furnish  within  that  time  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  project  involve 
rights-of-way  and  maintenance  activities  in  Weber,  Davis,  Morgan, 
and  Summit  Counties.  Local  cooperation  was  assured  in  all  counties 
except  Morgan  where  difficulties  wTere  encountered  because  of  the  cost 
of  relocation  of  utilities  and  rights-of-way  in  the  vicinity  of  the  city 
of  Morgan.  Planning  for  the  project  was  deferred  in  July  1962  due 
to  lack  of  assurances  from  Morgan  County.  The  authorization  for 
the  project  has  now  expired  because  of  the  lack  of  assurances.  It  is 
understood  that  local  interests  are  still  attempting  to  work  out  a 
means  by  which  the  required  assurances  may  be  furnished.  A  flood 
problem  exists  in  the  area,  and  the  project  is  needed  to  alleviate  it. 

Section  206 

R (authorization  of  the  flood  control  project  on  the  Pecos  River  at 
Carlsbad,  N.  Mex. — Section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958 
(72  Stat.  305,  310)  authorized  a  local  flood  protection  on  the  Pecos 
River  at  Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
224,  85th  Congress,  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $1,791,000.  The 
project  consisted  of  about  1.7  miles  of  floodwray  on  Dark  Canyon, 
together  with  the  strengthening  of  about  3.6  miles  of  the  existing 
irrigation  channel  embankment  wdiich  collects  and  directs  the  runoff 
from  Ocotillo  Hills  and  Hackberry  Drawn  Local  interests  w-ere  required 
by  the  authorization  to  furnish  assurances  of  specified  local  cooperation 
and  to  contribute  in  cash  13.3  percent  of  the  actual  cost  of  construction. 
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Funds  for  preconstruction  planning  of  the  Dark  Canyon  Floodway 
were  allotted  in  fiscal  year  1959,  but  local  interests  advised  that  they 
were  unable  to  cooperate  in  the  construction.  Consequently,  work  was 
suspended  on  the  project.  Section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958 
(72  Stat.  305)  provided  that  the  authorization  for  any  flood  control 
project  adopted  in  that  act  requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire 
5  years  from  the  date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion,  unless  the  local  interests  shall  within  that  time  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  coopera¬ 
tion  will  be  furnished.  On  May  19,  1964,  the  authorization  for  the 
project  expired  because  of  the  failure  of  local  interests  to  meet  the 
requirements  for  local  cooperation  specified. 

This  section  would  extend  the  permissible  period  of  furnishing  the 
required  assurances  until  A4ay  19,  1972. 

Section  207 

Gila  River  downstream  from.  Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  Ariz. — The 
authorized  project  approved  in  1962  consists  of  approximately  99 
miles  of  compacted,  earthfill,  revetted  levees,  and  channel  improve¬ 
ments  along  the  Gila  River  extending  from  Texas  Hill,  about  60  miles 
downstream  from  Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  to  Gila  Siphon,  about  8 
miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  of  the  river. 

Local  interests  are  not  financially  able  to  furnish  the  required  items 
of  cooperation  estimated  at  $2,200,000,  for  the  authorized  project. 
However,  early  construction  of  the  project  is  desirable  to  permit  deliv¬ 
ery  of  good  quality  water  to  Mexico  under  the  terms  of  an  agreement 
entered  into  with  Mexico  in  1965.  Therefore,  in  view  of  the  importance 
of  the  international  aspects,  the  benefit  of  which  has  been  estimated 
at  $1,500,000,  this  committee  recommends  that  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation  be  modified  to  require  local  interests  to  provide  a 
cash  contribution  of  $700,000  and  to  maintain  and  operate  the  works 
after  completion. 

Section  208 

Acquisition  of  land  on  request  of  States. — Authorizes  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  land  as  a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  families, 
individuals,  and  business  concerns  displaced  by  Federal  water  re¬ 
source  projects  if  State  or  local  nonprofit  interests  undertaking  to 
assemble  the  site  cannot  obtain  it  at  a  reasonable  price  or  time. 

The  Secretary  may  exercise  this  authority  only  upon  the  request 
of  the  Governor  of  the  State  in  which  the  site  is  located  and  after 
determining,  in  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  regional, 
and  local  officials,  that  (1)  the  development  of  a  site  is  necessary  in 
order  to  alleviate  hardships  to  displaced  persons;  (2)  the  location  of 
the  site  is  suitable  for  development  in  relation  to  present  or  poten¬ 
tial  sources  of  employment;  and  (3)  a  plan  for  development  of  the 
site  has  been  approved  by  appropriate  local  governmental  authorities 
in  the  area  or  community  in  which  such  site  is  located. 

Project  costs  will  not  be  increased  by  this  section,  since  the  Secre¬ 
tary  will  be  paid  for  all  expenses  of  acquisition  from  funds  available 
to  the  State  or  local  interests  for  which  the  site  is  acquired. 
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This  section  will  help  alleviate  hardships  to  families  and  businesses 
in  project  areas.  It  provides  a  practical  means  for  assembling  relocation 
sites  of  appropriate  size  to  serve  the  residential  and  business  needs  of 
those  persons  who  wish  to  preserve  their  existing  economic  and  social 
relationships;  and  it  provides  a  basis  on  which  local  interests,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  relevant  agencies  of  the  Federal  and  State  govern¬ 
ments,  can  move  forward  with  realistic  plans  and  programs  for 
community  and  area  development  and  growth  to  attract  and  accom¬ 
modate  expected  influxes  of  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial 
residents,  including  provisions  for  the  availability  of  housing,  public 
facilities,  services  such  as  education,  manpower  training,  health  and 
community  services,  and  employment  opportunities. 

Section  209 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority. — Section  209  of  the  bill  is  designed  to 
clarify,  for  the  purposes  of  the  recently  enacted  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  of  1968,  the  distinction  between  the  power 
program  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  which  is  funded  entirely 
out  of  nonappropriated  revenues,  and  all  other  activities  of  the  TVA, 
which  are  funded  out  of  the  general  funds  of  the  Treasury. 

Since  1959  the  operation  and  expansion  of  TVA’s  power  program 
has  been  financed  entirely  from  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of 
power  and  of  revenue  bonds  and  notes.  All  personnel  employed  by 
TVA  in  the  construction  and  operation  of  its  power  generating  and 
distribution  facilities  are  paid  out  of  these  same  revenues.  In  addition, 
TVA  makes  annual  payments  into  the  Treasury  in  reduction  of  the 
initial  public  investment  in  its  power  system  and  another  payment  at 
the  current  cost  of  Treasury  borrowing  on  the  outstanding  public 
investment.  Thus,  TVA  finances  it  own  power  program  as  it  amortizes 
the  public  investment  in  it. 

TVA’s  power  expenditures  and  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  power  are 
included  in  the  totals  of  the  budget  of  the  U.S.  Government  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969.  As  a  result,  the  power  program  would 
be  liable  to  drastic  curtailment  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act.  Current  and  planned  expansion  of 
power  facilities  is  essential  to  meeting  the  known  needs  of  the  region 
generally  and  of  various  Federal  agencies,  such  as  the  atomic  energy 
installations  at  Oak  Ridge.  The  committee  does  not  regard  this  action 
as  an  exemption  but  as  a  clarification.  All  nonpower  activities  of 
TVA  and  all  TVA  employees  paid  out  of  appropriated  funds  will, 
of  course,  be  liable  to  the  application  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  of 
the  provisions  of  the  new  law. 

This  section  in  no  way  changes  the  relationship  of  TVA  to  the 
Treasury  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  the  reporting,  notification, 
budgeting,  or  other  procedures  required  by  the  TVA  Act  of  1933  as 
amended  by  the  self-financing  maendments  of  1959. 

Section  210 

Surveys,  flood  control. — This  section  authorizes  five  surveys  to  be  made 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  interest  of  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes. 
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Section  211 

Title  identification. — This  section  of  the  bill  identifies  title  II  of  the 
bill  as  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1968. 


ANALYSIS  OF  TITLE  III 

Additional  Authorization  for  Certain  River  Basin  Plans 

EXPLANATION 

This  title  provides  increased  authorizations  in  the  amount  of  469 
million  for  the  prosecution  of  13  river  basin  plans  for  flood  control 
and  related  purposes  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  The  appropriations  intended  to  be 
covered  by  the  increased  and  completion  authorizations  are  those 
necessary  for  the  scheduled  funding  requirements  through  cal¬ 
endar  year  1969.  Allowance  is  made  for  the  amount  of  monetary 
authorization  presently  available  in  the  various  basins.  The  necessity 
for  these  increased  authorizations  is  explained  below. 

Monetary  authorizations  first  were  put  into  effect  by  the  Flood 
Control  Acts  of  1936  and  1938.  They  limit  authority  to  appropriate 
and  expend  funds  within  specified  basins  or  specified  major  projects, 
to  levels  below  the  total  costs  of  the  authorized  basin  or  project 
developments.  In  this  way  they  give  the  Congress  opportunity  to 
review  and  control  the  rate  of  accomplishment  of  the  basin  plans  and 
major  projects  to  which  they  apply. 

In  these  plans,  the  Congress  has  approved  an  entire  plan  for  devel¬ 
opment  of  a  river  basin  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  navigation, 
power,  and  allied  water  uses,  but  limited  the  amounts  of  funds  to 
anticipated  appropriations  for  a  specified  period  of  years,  allowing 
accomplishment  of  only  part  of  the  plan.  Subsequently  the  Congress 
has  augmented  some  of  the  previously  approved  plans,  by  authorizing 
additional  projects,  or  modifications  of  projects,  and  increased  the 
monetary  authorization  to  provide  for  additional  appropriations. 
When  the  monetary  authorization  limit  of  a  plan  is  approached, 
legislation  is  required  to  provide  additional  authorization  so  that 
appropriations  can  be  made  to  permit  the  plan  to  continue.  If  such 
legislation  is  not  forthcoming  when  needed,  construction  of  projects 
in  the  basin  plan  cannot  proceed,  even  if  funds  have  been  included 
in  appropriation  acts  for  this  purpose. 

In  addition  to  projects  comprising  these  basin  plans  subject  to 
monetary  authorization,  Congress  has  authorized  other  projects  in 
the  basins  for  which  full  monetary  authorization  for  appropriations 
has  been  provided  under  the  terms  of  the  authorizing  act.  Projects  in 
this  category  require  no  further  monetary  authorization  action  by 
the  Congress. 

At  the  present  time  there  are  20  basin  development  plans  subject  to 
basin  monetary  authorization  limitations.  Authorizations  provided  to 
date,  including  the  most  recent  provided  by  legislation  in  1967,  are 
adequate  for  work  to  be  performed  in  most  of  the  basins  through 
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calendar  year  1968.  However,  there  are  four  basins  whose  monetary 
authorization  will  be  exhausted  early  in  the  second  half  of  calendar 
year  1968  unless  further  authorization  is  provided.  There  are  13 
basins  which  will  run  out  of  authorization  in  calendar  year  1969  and, 
there  are  14  basins  which  would  be  deficient  through  calendar  year 
1970,  unless  additional  authorization  is  provided.  The  following 
table  gives  a  list  of  the  basins,  the  dates  of  original  authorization, 
and  the  amount  of  increased  authorizations  needed  for  the  work  to 
be  performed  through  calendar  year  1969,  and  through  calendar  year 
1970. 

Section  301a 

The  table  contains  12  basins,  as  listed  in  section  301a  of  the  bill, 
and  excludes  the  West  Branch  Susquehanna  River  Basin  which  is 
covered  by  separate  language  in  section  301b  because  it  requires 
special  wording  to  close  out  the  completion  of  the  authorized  plan. 

Total  cost 

The  total  amount  of  the  table  in  section  301a  is  $466  million  for 
requirements  through  calendar  year  1969  and  in  section  301b,  it  is  $3 
million,  making  a  grand  total  of  $469  million. 

The  committee  wishes  to  point  out  again  that  this  is  additional 
monetary  authorization  for  projects  already  authorized. 


Basin 


Monetary 
authorization 
Act  of  required 

Congress  through 

calendar  year 
1969 


Alabama-Coosa  River _ 

Arkansas  River . . 

Brazos  River _ 

Central  and  southern  Florida 

Columbia  River.. . 

Missouri  River _ 

Ohio  River... . 

Ouachita  River . . 

San  Joaquin  River _ 

South  Platte  River... . 

Upper  Mississippi  River . 

White  River . 


Mar.  2,1945 
June  28.1938 
Sept.  3,1954 
June  30,1948 
June  23,1538 
June  28,1938 
June  22,1936 
May  17,1950 
Dec.  22,1944 
May  17,1950 
June  28,1938 
_ do _ 


$29, 000, 000 
108,000,  000 
2,  000,  000 
15,  000, 000 
193,  000,  000 
38,  000,  000 
35,  000,  000 
10,  000, 000 
17, 000, 000 
12,000,  000 
5,  000,  000 
2,  000, 000 


Total 


466,  000,  000 


DESCRIPTION  OF  BASINS 

A  description  of  the  basins  and  the  status  of  the  monetary  authori¬ 
zations  involved  in  this  title  are  given  in  the  following  paragraphs. 
Amounts  are  rounded  to  millions  of  dollars.  The  specific  projects  on 
which  these  increased  authorizations  are  intended  to  be  used  are  shown 
for  each  basin. 

Alabama-Coosa  River  Basin 

The  Alabama-Coosa  River  system  drains  an  area  of  22,800  square 
miles,  of  which  about  130  square  miles  are  in  Tennessee,  5,350  square 
miles  are  in  Georgia  and  17,320  square  miles  are  in  Alabama.  The  basin 
has  a  maximum  width  of  110  miles  and  extends  about  320  miles  from 
southeast  Tennessee  and  northwest  Georgia  diagnonally  across  Alabama 
to  the  southwest  corner  of  the  State. 
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The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  March  2,  1945,  provides  for  the  initial 
and  ultimate  development  of  the  Alabama-Coosa  Rivers  and  tributar¬ 
ies  for  navigation,  flood  control,  power  development,  and  other 
purposes.  The  act  includes  authorization  for  modification  of  the  original 
plan  as  may  be  advisable  from  time  to  time  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for  the  purpose  of 
increasing  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power.  This  act  also 
authorized  the  appropriation  of  $60  million.  Additional  monetary 
authorization  totaling  $72  million  has  been  provided  by  subsequent 
acts,  bringing  the  total  monetary  authorization  to  $132  million. 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _  $578,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  132,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  103,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  29,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969  58,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969  29,  000,  000 


Projects  and  amounts  requested  on  ivhich  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1969 


Alabama  River  channel  improvement,  Alabama _  $50,  000 

Carters  Dam,  Ga _  12,  070,  000 

Claiborne  lock  and  dam,  Alabama _  3,  000,  000 

Jones  Bluff  lock  and  dam,  Alabama _  12,  480,  000 

Millers  Ferry  lock  and  dam,  Alabama _  1,  500,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  29,  100,  000 


Arkansas  River  Basin 

The  Arkansas  River  Basin  contains  an  area  of  about  160,500  square 
miles.  The  basin  is  about  870  miles  in  length  in  a  east-west  direction 
and  approximately  185  miles  in  average  width.  It  extends  from  the 
Rocky  Mountains  on  the  west  to  the  Mississippi  River  on  the  east. 
The  drainage  basin  occupies  parts  of  the  States  of  Colorado,  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  Kansas,  Oklahoma,  Texas,  Missouri,  and  Arkansas. 

The  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes 
in  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  was  adopted  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
approved  June  28,  1938,  which  authorized  an  appropriation  of  $21 
million  for  partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  The  plan  has  been 
further  amended  and  modified  and  additional  monetary  authorization 
provided  by  subsequent  acts. 

The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  authorized  construction 
of  a  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improvement  of  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin,  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma,  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
other  purposes  and  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $55  million  for 
partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  This  plan  has  likewise  been  modi¬ 
fied  by  subsequent  acts,  and  additional  monetary  authorization 
provided. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  July  14,  1960,  incorporated  the  authorized 
flood  control  plan  and  the  multiple-purpose  plan  into  a  single  plan  of 
development  and  provided  that  all  authorizations  made  available  for 
the  Arkansas  River  Basin  would  be  applicable  to  the  combined  plan 
of  development.  The  monteary  authorization  provided  for  the  com¬ 
bined  plan  total  $1,143  million. 
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Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _  $1,  367,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization _  1,  143,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  1,  055,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  88,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year 

1969 _  196,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year 

1969 _  108,  000,  000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1969 

Arkansas  River  bank  stabilization,  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas _  $3,  550,  000 

Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas _  6,  218,  000 

Navigation  locks  and  dams,  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma _  57,  600,  000 

Oologah  Reservoir,  Oklahoma _  3,  729,  000 

Ozark  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas _  10,  035,  000 

Robert  S.  Kerr  lock  and  dam,  Oklahoma _  10,  600,  000 

Webbers  Falls  lock  and  dam,  Oklahoma _  15,  900,  000 

6  projects  for  recreational  development _  766,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  108,  398,  000 


Brazos  River  Basin 

The  Brazos  River  rises  in  eastern  New  Mexico  and  flows  southeast¬ 
erly  1,210  miles  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  near  Freeport,  Tex.  The  water¬ 
shed  has  an  overall  length  of  640  miles  and  a  maximum  width  of 
about  120  miles.  Its  total  area  is  about  44,670  square  miles. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  approved  September  3,  1954,  adopted  the 
basinwide  plan  of  improvement  in  the  Brazos  River  Basin  and 
authorized  the  appropriation  of  $40  million  for  partial  accomplishment 
of  that  plan.  The  plan  includes  reservoirs  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes  and  projects  for  local  flood  protection.  Additional  authoriza¬ 


tion  in  the  amount  of  $74  million  has  been  provided  by  subsequent 
acts  bringing  the  total  to  $114  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _  $208,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  114,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  109,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  5,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969.  7,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969.  2,  000,  000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1969 

San  Gabriel  River,  Tex _  $1,  810,  000 

4  projects  for  recreational  development _  290,  000 

Total  requested  authorization _  2,  000,  000 

Central  and  southern  Florida 


The  project  lies  generally  within  18  counties  of  Florida  covering 
an  area  of  about  16,341  square  miles.  It  is  comprised  of  the  Upper 
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St.  Johns  River  Basin  in  the  northeastern  section  of  the  project,  the 
Kissimmee  River  Basin  in  the  central  section  above  Lake  Okeechobee, 
the  Lake  Okeechobee-Everglades  area  in  the  central  and  southwestern 
section,  and  the  east  coast-Everglades  area  in  the  southeastern  section. 

This  project  provides  for  modification  and  expansion  of  works  in 
an  area  embracing  Lake  Okeechobee,  a  large  portion  of  the  Everglades, 
the  Upper  St.  Johns  and  Kissimmee  Rivers  Basins,  and  the  lower 
east  coast  of  Florida.  The  project  was  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  June  30,  1948,  which  also  authorized  the  appropriation  of 
$16,300,000  for  partial  accomplishment  of  the  first  phase  of  the  plan. 
Subsequent  legislation  has  increased  the  monetary  authorization  and 
expanded  the  project  to  include  additional  improvements.  The 
monetary  authorization  provided  to  date  totals  $171  million. 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $269,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  171,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  160,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _ _ _  11,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969.  26,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969.  15,  000,  000 

Project  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  19G9 

Central  and  southern  Florida _  $15,  000,  000 

Central  and  southern  Florida  (total  requested  authorization) _  15,  000,  000 

Columbia  River  Basin 


The  Columbia  River  Basin  drains  an  area  of  259,000  square  miles, 
of  which  219,500  square  miles  are  in  the  United  States  and  39,500 
square  miles  are  in  Canada.  The  basin  includes  most  of  the  States  of 
Oregon,  Washington,  and  Idaho;  western  Montana;  small  areas  in 
Nevada,  Utah,  and  Wyoming;  and  the  southeastern  drainage  of  the 
Province  of  British  Columbia,  Canada.  The  river  flows  a  distance  of 
462  miles  in  Canada  and  745  miles  in  the  United  States,  for  a  total 
distance  of  1,207  miles. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  approved  the  general 
comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the 
Willamette  River  Basin  and  authorized  $11,300,000  for  the  initiation 
and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  recommended  plan.  Individual 
projects  were  authorized  in  the  Columbia  and  Willamette  River 
Basins  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  and  subsequent 
acts.  The  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  17,  1950,  approved  a  general 
comprehensive  plan  for  both  the  Columbia  and  Willamette  River 
Basins  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  and  authorized  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $115  million  for  the  partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan. 
This  monetary  authorization  has  been  increased  by  later  acts.  Mone¬ 
tary  authorization  provided  to  date  totals  $1,294  million. 
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Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _  $2,  070,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization _  1,  294,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  1,  234,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  60,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year 

1969 _  253,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year 

1969 _  193,  000,  000 


Projects  and  amount  on  which  requested  authorization  is  'planned  to  he  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  lS6g 


Cascadia  Reservoir,  Oreg _  $200,  000 

Cougar  Reservoir,  Oreg _  0 

Dworshak  Reservoir,  Idaho _  57,  872,  000 

Green  Peter  and  Foster  Reservoir,  Oreg _  1,  075,  000 

John  Day  lock  and  dam,  Oregon  and  Washington _  23,  430,  000 

Libby  Reservoir,  Mont _  82,  045,  000 

Strube  Dam,  Oreg _  30,  000 

The  Dalles  Dam,  units  15  through  22 _  27,  654,  000 

Willamette  Bank  protection,  Oreg _  508,  000 

Columbia  River  local  protection: 

John  Day  River,  Oreg _  31,  000 

4  projects  for  recreational  development _  385,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  193,  230,  000 

Missouri  River  Basin 

The  Missouri  River  Basin  drains  an  area  of  519,090  square  miles,  of 
which  509,375  square  miles  are  in  the  United  States  and  9,715  square 
miles  are  in  Canada.  The  basin  includes  all  of  Nebraska,  most  of  South 
Dakota,  large  portions  of  North  Dakota,  Montana,  and  Wyoming, 
about  half  of  Kansas  and  Missouri;  and  smaller  parts  of  Colorado, 
Iowa,  and  Minnesota.  From  its  source  in  southwestern  Montana,  it 
flows  for  a  distance  of  2,460  miles  to  enter  the  Mississippi  River  above 
St.  Louis,  Mo. 

A  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes 
in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  was  approved  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
June  28,  1938,  which  also  authorized  $9  million  for  initiation  and  partial 
accomplishment  of  the  plan.  The  Flood  Control  Act  approved  Decem¬ 
ber  22,  1944,  expanded  the  general  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Missouri 
River  Basin  to  include  the  coordinated  plan  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  authorized  the  appropriation  of 
$200  million  for  each  agency.  Additional  projects  and  monetary 
authorizations  have  been  included  in  subsequent  acts,  bringing  the 
total  monetary  authorization  to  date  to  $1,462  million. 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $2,  160,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  1,  462,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  1,  418,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  44,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  ^through  calendar  year 

1969 _  82,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year 
1969 _ 


38,  000,  000 


Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 


Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1869 


Bend  Bend  Reservoir,  S.  Dak _  $940,  000 

Hillsdale  Reservoir,  Kans _  165,  000 

Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Mo _  12,  700,  000 

Lawrence,  Kans _  1,  498,  000 

Melvern  Reservoir,  Kans _  6,  885,  000 

Missouri  River  levee  system _  3,  604,  000 

Oahe  Reservoir,  S.  Dak _  1,  300,  000 

Osawatomie,  Kans _  412,  000 

Perry  Reservoir,  Kans _ ■_  3,  731,  000 

Stockton  Reservoir,  Mo _  5,  500,  000 

Topeka,  Kans _  669,  000 

8  projects  for  recreational  development _  862,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  38,  266,  000 


Ohio  River  Basin 

The  Ohio  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  the  Allegheny  and 
Monongahela  Rivers  at  Pittsburgh,  and  flows  in  a  general  south¬ 
westerly  direction  to  join  the  Mississippi  River  at  Cairo,  Ill.  Its  length 
is  981  miles,  and  its  basin,  comprising  204,000  square  miles,  lies  between 
the  Allegheny  Mountains  on  the  east  and  the  Mississippi  River  Basin 
on  the  west.  The  basin  is  about  800  miles  long  along  the  northeast- 
southwest  axis,  and  about  500  miles  wide  along  its  northwest-south¬ 
west  axis.  Lying  in  the  basin  are  major  portions  of  Ohio,  Indiana,  West 
Virginia,  Kentucky,  and  Tennessee;  large  areas  in  Pennsylvania, 
Virginia,  North  Carolina,  Alabama,  and  Illinois;  and  parts  of  New 
York,  Maryland,  Georgia,  and  Mississippi. 

The  Flood  Control  Acts  of  June  22,  1936,  August  28,  1937,  and  June 
28,  1938,  approved  a  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  the  Ohio  River  Basin,  consisting  of  reservoirs, 
levees,  floodwalls,  and  drainage  structures  for  protection  of  cities  and 
towns,  Those  acts  were  amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent 
acts,  which  also  included  monetary  authorizations  for  further  prosecu¬ 
tion  of  the  comprehensive  plan.  The  monetary  authorization  pro¬ 
vided  to  date  totals  $1,053  million. 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _  $1,  349,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization _  1,  053,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  1,  023,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  30,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year 

1969 _  65,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year 

1969 _  35,  000,  000 
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Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1969 


Big  Darby  Reservoir,  Ohio _  $750,  000 

Brookville  Reservoir,  Ind _  4,  300,  000 

Burnsville  Lake,  W.  Va _  2,  480,  000 

Ceasar  Creek  Reservoir,  Ohio _  _  1,  900,  000 

Cave  Run  Reservoir,  Ky _  5,  500,  000 

East  Fork  Reservoir,  Ohio _  2,  700,  000 

East  Lynn,  W.  Va _  7,  235,  000 

England  Pond  levee,  Illinois _  38,  000 

Frankfort,  Ky _  700,  000 

Island  levee,  Illinois _  520,  000 

J.  Percy  Priest  Reservoir,  Tenn _  679,  000 

Paint  Creek  Reservoir,  Ohio _  4,  330,  000 

Rochester  and  McClearys  Bluff  levee,  Indiana _  334,  000 

Summersville  Lake,  W.  Va _  310,  000 

West  Fork  Lake,  W.  Va _ _  50,  000 

West  Terre  Haute,  Ind _  900,  000 

17  projects  for  recreational  development _  2,  281,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  35,  007,  000 


Ouachita  River  Basin 

The  Ouachita  River  Basin,  comprising  about  25,000  square  miles 
within  the  Red  River  Basin,  is  located  in  the  southern  half  of  Arkansas 
and  the  northwestern  part  of  Louisiana. 

The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  May  17,  1950,  approved  the  general 
plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Ouachita  River  Basin 
and  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $21,300,000  for  initiation  and 
partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  The  authorized  plan  consists  of 
channel  improvements  for  flood  control  for  Bayou  Bartholomew,  Ark., 
and  La.,  and  Pine  Bluff,  Ark.,  DeGray  Reservoir,  Ark.,  Murfreesboro 
Reservoir,  Ark.,  and  a  floodwall  at  Monroe,  La.  The  monetary  au¬ 
thorization  has  been  increased  by  subsequent  acts  bringing  the  total 
monetary  authorization  to  $40  million. 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $80,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  40,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  35,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  5,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969 _  15,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969..  10,  000,  000 


Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1969 


Bayou  Bartholomew,  Ark.  and  La _  $635,  000 

DeGray  Reservoir,  Ark _  9,  105,  000 

Monroe,  La _  270,  000 


Total  requested  authorization 


10,  010,  000 
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San  Joaquin  River  Basin 

The  San  Joaquin  River,  the  only  exterior  drainage  channel  for  an 
area  of  about  32,000  square  miles,  has  its  source  in  the  Sierra  Nevada 
Range  about  25  miles  southeast  of  the  Yosemite  Valley,  Calif. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944,  adopted  the 
plan  of  improvement  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the  lower 
San  Joaquin  River  and  tributaries,  including  the  Tuolumne  and 
Stanislaus  Rivers,  and  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $8  million 
for  partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  This  monetary  authorization 
has  been  increased  by  later  acts,  bringing  the  total  monetary  author¬ 
ization  to  date  to  $31  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $164,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization _  31,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  30,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  1,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969..  18,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969.  17,  000,  000 


Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1969 


New  Don  Pedro  Reservoir,  Calif _  $2,  170,  000 

New  Melones  Reservoir,  Calif _  14,  860,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  17,  030,  000 

South  Platte  River ,  Colo. 

The  South  Platte  River  rises  on  the  Continental  Divide  in  central 
Colorado,  and  flows  northeasterly  to  its  confluence  with  the  North 
Platte  River  at  North  Platte,  Nebr.  The  drainage  area  of  24,030 
square  miles  includes  a  section  of  the  rugged  eastern  slope  of  the 
Rocky  Mountains,  with  elevation  exceeding  14,000  feet  and  extensive 
areas  of  the  Great  Plains. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  17,  1950,  authorized  a  plan  for 
flood  control  and  related  purposes  in  the  South  Platte  River  Basin 
in  Colorado.  The  plan  consists  of  Chatfield  Reservoir  and  levee  and 
channel  improvements  at  three  locations,  including  the  city  of  Boul¬ 
der.  The  act  also  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $26,300,000  for 
partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  Public  Law  90-17,  approved 
May  12,  1967,  increased  the  monetary  authorization  by  $2  million, 
bringing  the  total  to  $28,300,000. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _  $115,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization _  28,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  12,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  16,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969.  28,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year 

1969 _ _ _  12,  000,  000 


128 


Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1969 

Chatfield  Reservoir,  Colo,  (total  requested  authorization) _ $12,  000,  000 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

The  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  is  that  portion  of  the  North- 
Central  United  States  containing  the  Mississippi  River  and  all  trib¬ 
utary  streams  above  the  Ohio  River,  but  excluding  the  Missouri  River. 
The  Mississippi  River  originates  at  Lake  Itasca  in  central  Minnesota 
and  flows  approximately  1,366  miles  to  a  point  above  the  mouth  of 
the  Ohio  River.  This  basin  area  covers  188,000  square  miles  and 
includes  the  larger  parts  of  Minnesota,  Wisconsin,  Illinois,  and  Iowa, 
and  small  portions  of  Indiana,  South  Dakota,  and  Missouri. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  approved  the  general 
comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River  Basin,  consisting  of  reservoirs  and  local  flood  pro¬ 
tection  works  on  the  upper  Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers,  and 
authorized  the  appropriation  of  $9.3  million  for  their  construction. 
Subsequent  acts  have  increased  the  authorization  and  modified  the 
plan  to  include  additional  projects.  The  monetary  authorization 


provided  to  date  totals  $119  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _  $175,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  119,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  117,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  2,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969-  7,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969_  5,  000,  000 


Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  through 
calendar  year  1969 


Red  Rock  Reservoir  and  Lake,  Red  Rock,  Iowa _  $4,  670,  000 

Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  Illinois  (pumping  plant)  __  30,  000 

1  project  for  recreational  development _  25,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  4,  725,  000 


White  River  Basin 

The  White  River  rises  in  northwestern  Arkansas,  flows  northeasterly 
into  southern  Missouri,  and  thence  southeasterly  back  into  Arkansas 
to  join  the  Mississippi  River  at  about  mile  580  above  the  Head  of 
Passes,  La.  It  is  about  700  miles  long  and  drains  about  27,765  square 
miles,  of  which  10,622  are  in  Missouri  and  17,143  are  in  Arkansas. 
About  7,000  square  miles  are  within  the  limits  of  the  Mississippi 
River  backwaters.  The  latter  area  is  included  in  the  plan  for  the  lower 
Mississippi  River  Basin  project. 

The  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  in  the  White  River  Basin  was  approved  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  June  28,  1938,  which  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $25  million 
for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  Subsequent  legis¬ 
lation  has  authorized  additional  amounts  for  continuation  of  the  plan, 
and  modified  it  to  include  additional  projects.  The  monetary  authori¬ 
zation  provided  to  date  totals  $286  million. 
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Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _  $347,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  286,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  285,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  1,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969.  3,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969_  2,  000,  000 

Amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  be  used 

Amounts  throuqh 
calendar  year  1969 


6  projects  for  recreational  development  (total  requested  authori¬ 
zation) _  $1,  820,  000 


Section  301b 

West  Branch,  Susquehanna  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  West  Branch  Susquehanna 
River  Basin,  Pa.,  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  3,  1954.  The  authorization  was  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  contained  in  House  Document  29,  84th  Congress.  This 
document  recommended  a  project  consisting  of  a  system  of  three 
flood  control  reservoirs:  Blanchard  (now  Foster  Joseph  Sayers  Dam), 
Curwensville,  and  Kettle  Creek  (now  Alvin  R.  Bush  Reservoir) 
located  in  the  headwaters  of  the  West  Branch  at  a  total  estimated 
cost  of  $62,520,000.  Congress  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $25 
million  for  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project.  Subsequent  legisla¬ 
tion  has  authorized  a  total  additional  appropriation  of  $28  million  to 
continue  construction  of  the  project. 

The  Alvin  R.  Bush  (Kettle  Creek)  Reservoir  has  been  completed. 
Curwensville  Reservoir  is  essentially  complete,  with  only  minor  items 
of  work  remaining  to  be  closed  out.  The  Foster  Joseph  Sayers  Dam 
(Blanchard  Reservoir)  is  well  underway  and  construction  is  about 
75  percent  complete. 

The  total  cost  of  the  West  Branch,  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
project  subject  to  monetary  limitation  is  presently  estimated  to  cost 
$55,700,000.  Total  monetary  authorization  to  date  is  $53  million.  An 
additional  $3  million  in  monetary  authorization  is  estimated  to  be 
required  for  continuation  of  scheduled  construction  on  this  project 
through  calendar  year  1969.  Since  this  amount  is  also  considered 
adequate  to  complete  construction  of  the  three  reservoir  projects  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  basin  plan,  the  committee  has  included  language  in  the 
bill  which  will  authorize  completion  of  the  West  Branch,  Susquehanna 
River  Basin  project. 

Section  303 

Title  identification. — This  section  of  the  bill  identifies  title  III  of  the 
bill  as  the  River  Basin  Monetary  Authorization  Act  of  1968. 
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90th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1322 

S.  3710 

[Report  No.  1342] 


IN  TIIE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


June  28, 1968 

Mr.  Randolph,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  reported  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  ordered  to  be  placed  on  the  calendar 


A  BILL 

Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Regresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

4  Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of 

5  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 
G  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 

7  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  tbc  Secretary  of  the 

8  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accord- 

9  ance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recom- 
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mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports 
hereinafter  designated:  Provided ,  That  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945 
(Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first 
session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in 
this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect 
to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for 
navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes 
incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full: 

NAVIGATION 

Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  265,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $616,- 
000; 

Eall  River  Harbor,  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island: 
House  Document  Numbered  175,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $8,762,000; 

Bristol  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  174,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $873,- 
000; 

Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document 
Numbered  277,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,455,000; 

Hempstead  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  101,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $703,- 
000; 
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Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  South  Carolina: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress: 
Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
authorizing  the  proposal  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  set  forth 
in  said  document  except  that  part  of  the  recommendation 
which  provides  for  negotiations  with  the  South  Carolina 
Public  Service  Authority  to  limit  flows  through  Pinopolis 
Dam.  Provided,  further  that  authority  for  such  negotiations 
shall  not  extend  beyond  April  1,  1976. 

Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf,  and  Black, 
Louisiana:  House  Document  Numbered  155,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,645,000; 

Red  River  Waterway,  Louisiana,  Texas,  Arkansas,  and 
Oklahoma:  House  Document  Numbered  304,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $471,223,000:  Provided, 
That  construction  of  the  bank  stabilization  works  in  the  reach 
of  the  river  extending  from  Index,  Arkansas,  to  Denison 
Dam,  Texas,  shall  not  he  initiated  until  the  President  has 
approved  a  report  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
reexamining  the  Federal  responsibility  for  such  works; 

Wilson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  112,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$198,000; 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu- 
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ment  Numbered  97,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,315,000; 

Forestville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  183,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$538,000; 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  189,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $466,- 
000; 

Detroit  Diver,  Trenton  Channel,  Michigan:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  338,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $31,300,000; 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Number  330,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,430,000; 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Numbered  70, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,760,000; 

King  Gove  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  13,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$522,000; 

Sergius  and  Whitcstone  Narrows,  Alaska :  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,030,000; 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for  Light  Draft 
Vessels;  House  Document  Numbered  - ,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 

gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,256,000. 
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BEACH  EROSION 

Brevard  County,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 

- ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  project  for  beach  erosion  control,  Fort 
Pierce,  Florida,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1965  (79  Stat.  1089,  1092)  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  construction  of  the  project  and  periodic  nourish¬ 
ment  for  ten  years  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  In  addition  to  applicable  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation  set  forth  in  the  aforementioned 
report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  local  interests  shall,  prior 
to  construction,  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  they  will — 

(a)  contribute  in  cash,  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to 
the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  or  nourishment  schedules,  as  determined  by  the 

*  «/ 

Chief  of  Engineers,  all  costs  of  initial  construction  and 
periodic  nourishment  for  ten  years  exclusive  of  costs 
assigned  to  the  Federal  Government  in  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and 

(b)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works. 
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Sec.  103.  (a)  That  section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  “xln 
Act  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  War  to  sell  and  convey 
to  the  town  of  Marrnet,  West  Virginia,  two  tracts  of  land 
to  he  used  for  municipal  purposes”,  approved  July  8,  1942 
(56  Stat.  651)  is  hereby  amended  by  deleting  the  period 
after  the  words  “related  municipal  purposes”  and  insert¬ 
ing  thereafter  the  phrase  “including  firefighting  facilities 
and  structures”. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  issue  to  the  town  of  Marrnet,  West  Virginia,  with¬ 
out  monetary  consideration  therefor,  such  written  instruments 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  That  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee,  is  author- 
ized  and  directed  to  convey  to  the  State  of  West  Virginia, 
subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  hereinafter  stated,  and 
to  such  other  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  public  interest, 
all  right,  title  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
certain  real  property,  together  with  improvements  thereon, 
located  at  Ohio  River  locks  and  dams  numbered  16,  19,  20, 
and  21  in  West  Virginia  as  described  in  section  2  of  this  Act: 
Provided,  That  no  property  shall  be  conveyed  under  author- 
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ity  of  this  Act  until  these  locks  and  dams  have  been  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  he  in  excess  to  the  requirements  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  and  suitable  replacement  facil¬ 
ities  are  in  operation  under  the  Ohio  River  navigation  mod¬ 
ernization  program:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary 
may  make  such  prior  disposition  of  such  facilities  and  im¬ 
provements  on  such  lands  as  lie  deems  to  be  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  authorized  for  conveyance  by 
section  1  of  this  Act  comprise  all  or  portions  of  such  lands 
and  improvements  as  may  be  determined  excess  of  four 
lock  and  dam  projects  on  the  Ohio  River  in  the  State  of 
West  Virginia  and  designated  as,  number  16  (Willow  Island 
Pool)  in  Tyler  County,  numbers  19  and  20  (Belleville  Pool) 
in  Wood  County,  and  number  21  (Racine  Pool)  in  Jackson 
County.  The  exact  descriptions  and  acreage  are  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  by  accurate  surveys,  the  cost  of 
which  is  to  be  borne  by  the  State  of  West  Virginia. 

(c)  The  conveyance  authorized  herein  shall  provide 
that  said  property  shall  be  used  only  for  public  park  and 
recreation  purposes  and  such  other  uses  directly  related  to 
programs  of  the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  and  if  it  ever  ceases  to  be  used  for  such  purposes, 
title  to  said  property  shall  immediately  revert  to  the  United 
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States:  Provided  further,  That  any  deed  of  conveyance  shall 
also  be  subject  to  and  include  the  following  additional  terms 
and  conditions : 

1.  The  State  of  West  Virginia  shall  pay  the  United 
States  as  consideration  for  the  conveyance  50  per  centum 
of  the  current  fair  market  value  of  the  property  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

2.  There  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United  States 
such  flowage  easements  and  rights-of-way  for  roads  and 
utility  lines  as  the  Secretary  determines  may  be  required 
for  other  navigation  projects. 

3.  Such  other  restrictions,  terms,  and  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  United  States. 

(d)  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  conveyances  referred  to 
herein  shall  be  covered  into  the  United  States  Treasury  as 
miscellaneous  receipts. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
convey,  without  monetary  consideration,  to  the  city  of 
Buffalo,  Yew  York,  all  light,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  certain  real  property  underlying  Lake  Erie 
containing  approximately  46.01  acres  and  more  particularly 
described  in  section  2  of  this  Act,  on  condition  that  such  real 
property  be  used  for  public  park  and  recreational  develop¬ 
ment  purposes  and  if  such  property  shall  ever  cease  to  be 
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used  for  such  purposes,  title  thereto  shall  revert  to  the  United 
States. 

(h)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this  section  is  more 
particularly  described  as  follows: 

(1)  Parcel  E. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersection 
of  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  39  prolonged  and  the  shoreline 
of  Lake  Erie  as  established  in  1846,  which  point  bears  south 
68  degrees  28  minutes  west,  a  distance  of  140  feet,  more  or 
less,  from  United  States  Monument  (No.  7)  which  monu¬ 
ment  is  the  southeasterly  corner  of  the  said  outer  lot  39; 

thence  southwesterly  at  light  angles  with  the  estab¬ 
lished  harbor  line  1,140  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  said 
harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line  1,310 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said  har¬ 
bor  line  and  a  line  at  right  angles  thereto  passing 
through  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  and  a  line  330  feet  northerly  at  right 
angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of  outer  lot 
36; 

thence  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with  said  harbor 
line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake 
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Erie  1,320  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  beginning 
containing  34.04  acres,  more  or  less. 

(2)  Parcel  C-B. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersec¬ 
tion  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  with  the  northerly  line  of 
land  deeded  to  the  United  States  Government,  October  21, 
1846,  said  line  also  extending  in  a  due  east  and  west  direc¬ 
tion  and  passing  through  the  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36 
(United  States  Monument  No.  2),  said  point  of  beginning 
being  also  480  feet,  more  or  less,  west  of  the  said  northwest 
corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  a  distance  of  470  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the 
intersection  with  a  line  330  feet  northly  at  right  angles 
from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of  lot  36,  said  line 
being  also  the  north  line  of  lands  deeded  to  the  United 
States  Government,  September  25,  1847 ; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  to  established 
harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  established 
harbor  line ; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line  465 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said 
harbor  and  a  line  at  right  angles  thereto  passing  through 
the  point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in 
1846  and  the  line  extending  in  a  due  east  and  west  direc- 
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tion  and  passing  through  the  northwest  comer  of  outer 
lot  36; 

thence  easterly  at  right  angles  to  established  harbor 
line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846,  which  is  the  above  referenced  point  of 
beginning,  containing  11.97  acres,  more  or  less. 

(c)  Any  deed  of  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall  reserve  to  the  United  States,  so  long  as  may  be 
required,  the  right  to  use  such  lands  for  a  spoil  disposal 
area  for  materials  dredged  from  the  Buffalo  Harbor  Project, 
including  the  right  to  place  structures  thereon  and  to  per¬ 
form  all  other  actions  incident  to  such  use,  together  with  the 
rights  of  ingress  and  egress  thereto.  Further,  said  deed  shall 
contain  such  additional  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  be  necessary 
to  protect  the  interest  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department 
of  the  Army,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  shall  make  an  appraisal  investigation  and  study,  in¬ 
cluding  a  review  of  any  previous  relevant  studies  and  reports, 
of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific  coasts  of  the  United  States, 
the  coasts  of  Puerto  Pico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the 
shorelines  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  estuaries  and  bays 
thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  ( 1 )  determining  areas  along  such 
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coasts  and  shorelines  where  significant  erosion  occurs;  (2) 
identifying  those  areas  where  erosion  presents  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem  because  the  rate  of  erosion,  considered  in  conjunction 
with  economic,  industrial,  recreational,  agricultural,  naviga¬ 
tional,  demographic,  ecological,  and  other  relevant  factors, 
indicates  that  action  to  halt  such  erosion  may  he  justified; 

(3)  describing  generally  the  most  suitable  type  of  remedial 
action  for  those  areas  that  have  a  serious  erosion  problem; 

(4)  providing  preliminary  cost  estimates  for  such  remedial 
action;  (5)  recommending  priorities  among  the  serious  prob¬ 
lem  areas  for  action  to  stop  erosion;  (6)  providing  State 
and  local  authorities  with  information  and  recommendations 
to  assist  the  creation  and  implementation  of  State  and  local 
coast  and  shoreline  erosion  programs;  (7)  developing  rec¬ 
ommended  guidelines  for  land  use  regulation  in  coastal  areas 
taking  into  consideration  all  relevant  factors;  and  (8)  identi¬ 
fying  coastal  areas  where  title  uncertainty  exists.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  shall  submit  to  the  Congress,  as  soon  as 
practicable,  but  not  later  than  three  years  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such  appraisal  investi¬ 
gation  and  study,  together  with  his  recommendations.  The 
views  of  concerned  local,  State,  and  Federal  authorities  and 
interests  will  be  taken  into  account  in  making  such  appraisal 
investigation  and  study. 

(h)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
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amounts,  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000,  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  107.  That  the  projects  for  the  Illinois  Waterway 
and  Grand  Calumet  Kiver,  Illinois  and  Indiana  (Calumet- 
Sag  navigation  project) ,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  July  24,  1946,  are  hereby  modified  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  45,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  insofar  as  they  apply  to  existing  highway  bridges  in 
Part  II:  Grand  Calumet  River  and  Indiana  Harbor  Canal, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $33,265,000. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Steele  Bayou,  in  Warren,  Issaquena, 
Sharkey,  and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  Washington 
Bayou,  in  Issaquena  and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi, 
and  Lake  Washington,  in  Washington  County,  Mississippi, 
are  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigable  within  the  meaning 
of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

(1))  The  project  for  navigation  on  Steele  Bayou,  Wash¬ 
ington  Bayou,  and  Lake  Washington,  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbors  Acts  of  July  5,  1884,  August  5,  1886. 
and  June  25,  1910,  is  hereby  deauthorized. 

Sec.  109.  Section  313  of  the  Act  approved  October 
27,  1965  (79  Stat.  1073) ,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  date 
“June  30,  1968”  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “June 
30,  1969”. 
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Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  review 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  Quachita  and 
Black  Rivers  navigation  project,  authorized  by  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  with  particular  reference 
to  Federal  and  11011-Federal  cost  sharing,  and  he  shall  report 
the  findings  of  such  review  to  Congress  within  one  year  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  111.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  non-Eederal  public  bodies  providing  for  the 
removal  of  drift  and  other  debris  from  public  harbors  and 
associated  channels  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department 
of  the  Army,  and  from  adjacent  land  areas  up  to  the  line  of 
ordinary  high  water. 

(b)  Each  such  agreement  shall  provide  that: 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  collect  drift  and  other  debris,  and 
transport  it  by  water  to  agreed  upon  staging  or  disposal 
areas. 

(2)  The  non-Eederal  public  body  shall  (a)  provide  the 
necessary  staging  or  disposal  areas;  (b)  provide  and  operate 
any  agreed  upon  facilities  for  the  disposal,  including  incinera¬ 
tion,  of  the  collected  materials,  such  incineration  to  be  in 
accordance  with  applicable  air  pollution  standards;  (c)  take 
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measures  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  providing 
for  the  removal  or  repair  of  deteriorated  docks,  piers,  slips, 
and  other  port  facilities  which  may  contribute  to  the  drift  and 
other  debris  to  he  removed;  (d)  establish  regulations  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  preventing  the  dumping 
of  trash,  garbage,  or  other  debris  into  the  harbor  or  into 
streams  or  onto  adjoining  land  areas  from  which  such  mate¬ 
rial  would  he  carried  into  the  area  covered  by  the  agreement, 
and  providing  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  port  facilities 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent  the  deposition  of  drift  and 
other  debris. 

(3)  Each  such  agreement  may  also  include  such  other 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate. 

(c)  The  Federal  participation  in  the  program  authorized 
in  this  Act  shall  be  financed  from  funds  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  the  Army  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
flood  control  and  river  and  harbor  works. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
any  Federal  project  heretofore  authorized  for  the  removal 
and  disposal  of  drift  and  other  debris  from  harbors  and 
channels. 

Sec.  112.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  he  made  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  locations  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section 
110  of  the  Fiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950: 
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Back  River,  Maryland,  from  Chesapeake  Bay  to  the 
city  of  Baltimore’s  waste  water  treatment  plants. 

The  nature  and  scope  of  the  problems  which  result 
from  stream  bank  erosion  throughout  the  United  States  ; 
the  reports  thereon  to  be  accompanied  by  findings  as  to 
the  need  for,  and  the  feasibility  of,  a  coordinated  Federal 
program  of  stream  bank  stabilization  in  the  interest  of 
reducing  damages  resulting  from  the  deposition  of  sedi¬ 
ments  in  reservoirs  and  waterways,  and  the  destruction 
of  channels  and  adjacent  lands,  including  consideration  of 
local  participation  in  such  a  program. 

Sec.  113.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1968”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 
Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22, 
1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June 
28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con¬ 
gress),  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title 
except  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectifi¬ 
cation  project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3 
of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law:  Provided ,  That  the 
authorization  for  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted 
requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
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date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee  of  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  required  cooperation  will  he  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session),  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein:  Provided ,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications, 
and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project 
authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid 
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inauguration  of  a  construction  program:  Provided  further , 
That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  initiated  as 
expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and  other 
similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future  use  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any 
dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

CONNECTICUT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Beservoir, 
Beaver  Brook,  New  Hampshire,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  68,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,185,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Park  Biver,  Con¬ 
necticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  43,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $30,300,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Norwalk  Biver, 
Connecticut  and  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
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of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  51,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,700,000. 

DELAW  ABE-ATL  AN  TIC  COASTAL  ABE  A 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  along  the  Delaware  Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen 
to  Fenwick  Island,  at  the  Delaware-Maryland  State  Line,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $5,584,000. 

BAPPAHANNOCIv  BIVEB  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Salem  Church  Dam  and  Eeservoir 
Rappahannock  Eiver,  Virginia,  is  hereby  modified  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  37,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $79,500,000. 

CAPE  FEAB  BIVEB  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Eandleman  Dam  and  Eeservoir, 
Deep  Eiver,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,463,000. 

The  project  for  the  Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Eeservoir, 
Deep  Eiver,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
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of  Engineers  in  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,460,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 


The  project  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane  flood 
protection  of  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  335, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $11,805,000. 

HILLSBOROUGH  BAY,  FLORIDA 


The  project  for  hurricane -flood  control  protection  on 
Hillsborough  Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  313,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,909,000:  Provided, 
That  construction  of  the  barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay 
shall  not  be  undertaken  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  com¬ 
pletes  further  detailed  studies  covering  related  water  re¬ 
source  problems,  including  a  comprehensive  model  study  of 
the  entire  Tampa  Bay  area. 


PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  the  Tallahala  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Tallahala  Creek,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  143, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  to  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,360,000. 
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LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928 
(45  Stat.  534) ,  as  amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  following  items: 

(a)  The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin,  Ar¬ 
kansas  and  Missouri,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  ap¬ 
proved  June  15,  1936  (Public  LaA  74-678) ,  as  modified  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1965.  Public  Law  89-298  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
provide  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the 
improvements  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965, 
shall  conform  to  those  requirements  for  local  cooperation 
in  the  Saint  Francis  River  Basin  authorized  in  previous  Acts 
of  Congress,  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  11,  Ninetieth 
Congress. 

(b)  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Rivers  and 
Bayou  Macon  Basin  to  divert  flows  that  would  otherwise 
enter  Lake  Chicot,  Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  168,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $15,240,000. 

(c)  Improvements  in  the  Belle  Fountain  ditch  and 
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tributaries,  Missouri,  and  Drainage  District  Number  17. 
Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  839,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,638,000. 

(d)  Yazoo  River,  Mississippi.  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$52,147,000. 

WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crooked  Creek  at 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  Harrison,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  28, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,840,000. 

BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Aquilla  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Aquilla 
Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  52,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $23,612,000. 

NAVASOTA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Navasota  River, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
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,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $119,707,000:  Provided,  That  construction  of 
the  Navasota  Numbered  2  Reservoir  shall  not  be  initiated 
until  the  President  has  approved  a  report  prepared  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  reexamining  the  basis  on  which  the 
project  was  formulated. 

CLEAR  CREEK,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  Hood  protection  on  Clear  Creek,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $12,600,000. 


PEC  AX  BAYOU,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pecan  Bayou,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $24,861,000. 


GULF  OF  MEXICO 


The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  at  Texas  City  and 


vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  187,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10,990,000. 
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UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
from  Cassville,  Wisconsin,  to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $21,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  South  Branch  of 
the  Wild  R  ice  River  and  Eelton  Ditch,  Minnesota,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  98,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,230,000. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  in 
the  Wabash  River  Basin,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Ohio,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantial^  in  accordance  with  the  rec- 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$115,740,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ohio  River  in 
Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  340,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$19,800,000. 
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The  project  for  the  Utica  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  flood 
protection  at  Newark,  Licking  River  Basin,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  337,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$32,953,000. 

The  project  for  the  Devils  Jumps  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and 
Tennessee,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  175,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $151,000,000. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Bear  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
South  Platte  River,  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,314,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,750,000:  Provided,  That  unless  responsible  local 
interests  in  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota  reach  an 
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agreement  regarding  a  plan  for  mitigation  of  lisli  and  wild¬ 
life  losses  and  mutual  agreement  on  a  Hood  control  plan  for 
the  area  above  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  within  a  period  of  one  year 
from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  authorization  for  the 
project  approved  herein  and  the  project  approved  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  House  Document  Numbered  199,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law 
89-298) ,  shall  expire. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  in 
the  Papillion  Creek  Basin,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Davids  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Nishnabotna  River,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  142,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the 
Little  Blue  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  169,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$38,492,000. 

The  second  paragraph  under  the  heading  “Missouri  River 
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Basin”  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  additional 
appropriations  for  the  prosecution  of  comprehensive  plans  for 
certain  river  basins”,  approved  December  30,  1963  (77 
Stat.  840),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  the  Missouri  Eiver  Basin,  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  is  further  modified  to  include  such  hank  protection 
or  rectification  works  at  or  below  the  Garrison  Reservoir  as  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  may  be  found  necessary,  at  an  estimated  cost  ol 
$7,040,000.” 

JORDAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt 
Lake  City  Streams,  Utah,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  53,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $22,664,000. 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eeather  River  at 
Chester,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  314,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $940,000. 
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SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection,  and  other  purposes  on 
Cucamonga  Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  323, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,300,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  Alhambra  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  336,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  es¬ 
timated  cost  of  $8,000,000. 

SWEETWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Sweetwater  River, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,900,000. 

TANANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  in  the  Tanana  River  Basin 
in  the  vicinity  of  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  is  hereby  modified  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of 
$111,700,000. 
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IAO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  on 
Iao  Stream,  Hawaii,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  151,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,660,000. 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  provide  such  school 
facilities  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  the  education  of 
dependents  of  persons  engaged  in  the  construction  of  the 
Dworshak  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Idaho,  and  to  pay  for 
the  same  from  any  funds  available  for  such  project.  When  he 
determines  it  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  the  Secretary,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may  enter  into  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements  with  local  and  Federal  agencies  for  the 
operation  of  such  Government  facilities,  for  the  expansion 
of  local  facilities  at  Federal  expense,  and  for  contributions 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  cover  the  increased  cost  to 
local  agencies  of  providing  the  educational  services  required 
by  the  Government. 

Sec.  205.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in 
section  201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  July  3,  1958  (72  Stat. 
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305) ,  the  authorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of 
projects  for  local  protection  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah,  shall 
expire  on  April  16,  1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before 
such  date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such  project 
will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  206.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other 
purposes”,  approved  July  3,  1958  (72  Stat.  305),  the  au¬ 
thorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Pecos  River  at  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico,  shall 
expire  on  May  19,  1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before 
such  date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such  project 
will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  207.  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Gila 
River  below  Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  Arizona,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180,  1190), 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  116, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide 
that  local  cooperation  shall  consist  of  the  requirements  that, 
prior  to  construction,  local  interests  give  assurances  satis- 
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factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will:  (a) 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  $700,000,  to  be  paid  either  in 
a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  install¬ 
ments  prior  to  the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  construction  schedules,  as  determined  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers:  Provided,  That  the  reasonable  value,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  any  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  furnished  by  the  local 
interests  shall  be  deducted  from  the  required  cash  contribu¬ 
tion;  (b)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works;  (c)  Maintain  and  oper¬ 
ate  all  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  208.  (a)  Whenever  any  State,  or  any  agency  or 
instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local  government,  or  any  non¬ 
profit  incorporated  body  organized  or  chartered  under  the 
law  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located,  or  any  nonprofit 
association  or  combination  of  such  bodies,  agencies  or  in¬ 
strumentalities,  shall  undertake  to  secure  any  lands  or  in¬ 
terests  therein  as  a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  families, 
individuals,  and  business  concerns  displaced  by  a  river  and 
harbor  improvement,  flood  control  or  other  water  resource 
project  duly  authorized  by  Congress,  and  when  it  has  been 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  State  is 
unable  to  acquire  necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands  or 
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is  unable  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  with 
sufficient  promptness,  the  Secretary,  upon  the  request  of  the 
Governor  of  the  State  in  which  such  site  is  located,  and  after 
consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  interstate,  re¬ 
gional,  and  local  departments  and  agencies,  is  authorized,  in 
the  name  of  the  United  States  and  prior  to  the  approval  of 
title  by  the  Attorney  General,  to  acquire,  enter  upon,  and  take 
possession  of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  by  purchase,  do¬ 
nation,  condemnation  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Act  of  February  26, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1421)  )  :  Provided,  That  unless  otherwise 
authorized  by  law,  all  expenses  of  said  acquisition  and  any 
award  that  may  be  made  under  a  condemnation  proceeding, 
including  costs  of  examination  and  abstract  of  title,  certificate 
of  title,  appraisal,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incident  to 
acquisition,  shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  body,  agenc}^  or 
instrumentality  from  any  available  funds,  regardless  of  source. 
Pending  such  payment,  the  Secretary  may  expend  from  any 
funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  the  project 
occasioning  such  acquisition  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  this  section.  To  secure  pa}anent,  the  Secretary 
may  require  any  such  State  or  agency,  body  or  instrumen¬ 
tality  to  execute  a  proper  bond  in  such  amount  as  he  may 
deem  necessary  before  acquisition  is  commenced.  Any  sums 
paid  to  the  Secretary  by  any  such  State  or  agency,  body  or 
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instrumentality  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  to  (he 
credit  of  the  appropriation  for  such  project. 

(b)  No  acquisition  shall  be  undertaken  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  this  section  unless  the  Secretary  has  determined, 
after  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governmental  agencies  that  (1)  the  development  of  a  site 
is  necessary  in  order  to  alleviate  hardships  to  displaced  per¬ 
sons;  (2)  the  location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  develop¬ 
ment  in  relation  to  present  or  potential  sources  of  employ¬ 
ment;  and  (3)  a  plan  for  development  of  the  site  has  been 
approved  by  appropriate  local  governmental  authorities  in 
the  area  or  community  in  which  such  site  is  located. 

*j 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  directed 
by  proper  deed,  executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States, 
to  convey  any  lands  or  interests  in  land  acquired  in  any 
State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  to  the  State,  or  such 
public  or  private  nonprofit  body,  agency  or  institution  in  the 
State  as  the  Governor  may  prescribe,  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary,  the  Gov¬ 
ernor,  and  the  agency  to  which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

Sec.  209.  (a)  No  provision  of  law  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  enacted  which  limits  the  number  of  persons  who  may 
be  appointed  as  full-time  civilian  employees,  or  temporary 
and  part-time  employees,  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  shall  apply  to  employees  of  the  Tennessee  Val- 
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\ey  Authority  engaged  in  its  power  program  and  paid  ex¬ 
clusively  from  other  than  appropriated  funds.  In  applying 
any  such  provision  of  law  to  other  departments  and  agencies 
in  the  executive  branch,  the  number  of  such  employees  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account. 

(b)  No  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit  expenditures 
and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  June  30, 
1969,  under  the  Budget  of  the  United  States  Government, 
shall  apply  to  expenditures  by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its  power  operations,  from 
the  sale  of  any  power  program  assets,  or  from  power  revenue 
bonds,  notes,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 

Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  improve¬ 
ments,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers.  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  localities  specifically 
named  in  this  section.  After  the  regular  or  formal  reports 
made  on  any  survey  authorized  by  this  section  are  submitted 
to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  report  or  estimate 
shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secre- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


35 

tary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or 
survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Con¬ 
gress,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the  national  defense  or  by 
changed  physical  or  economic  conditions. 

Burnett,  Crystal,  and  Scotts  Bays  and  vicinity,  Bay- 
town,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  drainage, 
and  related  water  and  land  resources,  including  specifi¬ 
cally  the  problems  of  general  subsidence  of  the  area  and 
flood  problems  created  thereby. 

Streams  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Spring  Moun¬ 
tain  Youth  Camp,  Spring  Mountain  Bange,  Nevada,  in 
the  interest  of  flood  control,  bank  erosion  control,  and 
allied  purposes. 

Virgin  Biver,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Bunkerville, 
Mesquite,  and  Biverside,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control,  bank  erosion  control,  and  allied  purposes. 

Cuyahoga  Biver  from  Upper  Kent  to  Portage  Trail 
in  Ciryahoga  Falls,  Ohio,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control, 
pollution  abatement,  low  flow  regulation,  and  other  allied 
water  purposes. 

Ivalihi  Stream,  Honolulu,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  211.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 


“Flood  Control  Act  of  1968”. 
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TITLE  III— RIVER  BASIN  MONETARY 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  301.  That,  (a)  in  addition  to  previous  authoriza¬ 
tions,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  of  development  of 
each  river  basin  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  referred  to  in  the  first  column  below,  which  was 
basically  authorized  by  the  Act  referred  to  by  date  of  en¬ 
actment  in  the  second  column  below,  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  that  shown  opposite  such  river  basin  in  the  third 
column  below : 


Basin 


Act  of  Amount 

Congress 


Alabama-Coosa  River _ 

Arkansas  River _ 

Brazos  River . 

Central  and  Southern  Florida. 

Columbia  River.. . . 

Missouri  River . . 

Ohio  River _ _ _ 

Ouachita  River . 

San  Joaquin  River.. . 

South  Platte  River _ _ 

Upper  Mississippi  River . 

White  River . 


Mar.  2,1945 
June  28,1938 
Sept.  3,1954 
June  30,1948 
June  28,1938 
June  28, 1933 
June  22,1936 
May  17,1950 
Dec.  22,1944 
May  17,1950 
June  28,1938 
June  28, 1938 


$29, 000, 000 
108, 000,000 
2, 000,  000 
15, 000, 003 
193, 000, 000 
38, 000, 000 
35, 000, 000 
10, 000,  000 
17,000, 000 
12,000, 000 
5,  000, 000 
2, 000,  000 


(b)  The  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  $466,000,000. 

Sec.  302.  In  addition  to  the  previous  authorization,  the 
completion  of  the  system  of  flood  control  reservoirs  on  the 
West  Branch  Susquehanna  River,  Pennsylvania,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is  hereby  authorized  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $3,000,000. 

Sec.  303.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 


“River  Basin  Monetary  Authorization  Act  of  1968”. 
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water  and  sewer  grants  prior  to  completion  of  a  comprehensive  plan,  increase 
the\,mount  of  unsold  insured  loans  that  may  be  made  out  of  the  fund,  raise 
the  aggregate  annual  limits  on  grants,  and  remove  the  annual  ceiling  pn  in¬ 
sured  ]\ans;  and  H.  R.  17752,  to  provide  indemnity  payments  to  dairy/ farmers 
p.  D626 

CONSERVATION^  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  1401,  to  ame/d  title  I  of 
the  Land  and  Hater  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965  (H.  Rept.  159/6).  p.  H5881 

HEALTH.  The  RuleV  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of 
H.  R.  15758,  to  amend  the  Public  Health  Service  Act,  to  extend  and  improve 
regional  medical  programs,  to  extend  the  authorization  pf  grants  for  health 
of  migratory  agricultural  workers,  and  to  provide  for  Specialized  facilities 
for  alcoholics  and  narcptic  addicts,  p.  H5882 

HOUSING.  The  Rules  Commitibee  reported  a  resolution^  for  the  consideration  of 
H.  R.  17989,  to  assist  in  the  provision  of  housi/ng  for  low-  and  moderate- 
income  families,  and  to  extend  and  amend  laws  Relating  to  housing  and  urban 
development,  p.  H5882 

Rep.  Widnall  inserted  his  supplemental  v/ews  on  the  housing  bill,  pp, 
H5856-8 

Rep.  St.  Germain  commended  the  frousin/  bill  and  inserted  a  supporting 
editorial,  pp.  H5879-80 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported 
with  amendment  H.  R.  16824,  to  extend  for\an  additional  year  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  appropriations  under  the/State  Technical  Services  Act  of  1965  (H. 
Rept.  1607).  p.  H5882 

FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Madden  sn/ke  against  extending  farm  subsidies  through 
1970  and  inserted  a  letter /from  the  American  Farmer  Bureau  Federation  urging 
the  defeat  of  H.  R.  17126/  the  farm  bill.  p.  H58i 


SENATE 

WATER  RESOURCES.  Th^  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  S.  3575/  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  engage  in 
feasibility  investigations  of  certain  water  resource  developments  (S.  Rept, 
1347).  p.  S7953 

RECREATION .  /The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  pith  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R/9098,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Badlands  National  Monument 
in  the  State  of  S.  Dak.,  to  authorize  exchange  of  land  mutually  beneficial 
to  the/Oglala  Sioux  Tribe  and  the  United  States  (S.  Rept.  1349).  p.\S7953 

Passed  with  amendments  S.  827,  to  establish  a  nationwide  system  of  grails 
(pp/  S7961-71).  Agreed  to  committee  amendments  en  bloc  (p.  S7964) .  Agreed 
tp/Sen.  Symington's  amendment  to  include  the  Potomac  Heritage  Trail  in  Va\ 
between  Great  Falls  Park  and  Spout  Run  to  be  developed  and  maintained  pri¬ 
marily  as  a  footpath  (p.  S7964) . 


4 


16.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.R./18038, 
the  legislative  branch  appropriation  bill,  1969  (S.  Rept.  1350).  p.  S79f 


23, 


17.  HIGHWAYS.  /Passed  with  amendments  S.  3418,  to  authorize  appropriations  ior  the 

fiscal  yeai^  1970-71  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  (pp.  S8015-44,  S8053-4,  S8056-63J.  Agreed  to 
committee  amendments  en  bloc  (p.  S8042) .  Agreed  to  Sen.  Jackson'S  amendment 
that  in  highway'  construction  an  effort  be  made  to  preserve  the  natural  beauty  of 
the  countryside,  public  parks,  and  recreation  lands,  wildlife  /efuges,  and 
historic  sites  (p.\S8042)»  Agreed  to  Sen.  Spong's  amendments/ to  make  it  possible 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  to  participate  in  a  relocation/assistance  and  land 
acquisition  program  (p,.  S8044)  and  to  allow  the  District  of  Columbia  to  transfer 
certain  land  to  Interior  in  exchange  or  as  replacement  fpr  park,  parkway,  and 
playground  lands  transferred  to  the  District  for  pub lie/ purposes  (p.  S8044) . 


18.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Began  consideration  of  S.  3710,  to  authorize  the  construction, 
repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for 
navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes,  pp.  S8063-4 


4 


19.  WILDERNESS.  The  Interior  and  Insu 
not  actually  report)  the  following 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  gra 
in  the  El  Portal  administrative  site 


Affairs 


’  ldernes 


lonf 


mmittee  voted  to  report  (but  did 
bills:  S.  4739,  to  authorize 

term  leases  with  respect  to  lands 


tent  to  Yosemite  National  Park,  Calif 


- -  -  -  — - - v-*  ~  w *  —  — - y  ^ — - -  7 

S.  1385,  to  amend  section  3  of  the  "Actyco  provide  for  the  disposal  of  materials 
on  the  public  lands  of  the  United  State's1' \xelating  to  the  disposition  by  Interior 
of  moneys  obtained  from  the  sale  of  materials  from  public  lands,  S.  3379,  to 
designate  certain  lands  in  the  Great?  Swamp  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Morris  Co., 
N.  J.,  as  wilderness,  S.  3343,  to  .designate  certain  lands  in  the  Pelican  Island 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Indian/River  Co.,  Fla\«  as  wilderness,  and  S.  3502, 
to  designate  certain  lands  in  tne  Seney,  Huron  Islands,  and  Michigan  Islands 
National  Wildlife  Refuges  in  Mich.,  the  Gravel  Island  and  Green  Bay  National 
Wildlife  Refuges  in  Wise.,  ^nd  the  Moosehorn  National^  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Maine, 
as  wilderness,  pp.  D624-5. 


20.  TRADE.  Sen.  Hansen  expr 
balance  of  trade"  and 


?&sed  concern  over  "America's  increasingly  unfavorable 

(991-2 


nserted  supporting  articles 


pp, 


21.  RADIATION.  Sen.  Har/  inserted  Sen.  Bartlett's  statement  outlining  his  proposed 
amendments  to  the /proposed  Radiation  Control  Act  of  1968.  pp. \?7994-5 


22.  TOBACCO.  Sen.  Mbss  expressed  pleasure  at  the  report  that  people  ai 
their  use  of  /fobacco."  pp.  S8011-13 


"decreasing 


GRAPES.  Sqn.  Murphy  was  appalled  at  reports  that  New  York  City  government  has 
entered  Into  a  secondary  boycott  by  New  York  City  retail  grocery  chain  stores 
against,/ the  use  of  Calif,  table  grapes  and  inserted  related  articles,  p 


,8064 
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urban  renewal  or  for  any  other  reason  in¬ 
volving  eminent  domain.  I  would  appre¬ 
ciate  the  Senator’s  comment. 

r.  RANDOLPH.  Yes;  I  think  it  is  im¬ 
ported  t  to  have  it  uniform.  We  know  that 
there\are  many  areas  in  which  this 
should  ^e  done.  I  am  inclined  to  believe 
that  on  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  con¬ 
trol  projects,  such  practices  should  be 
carried  out  also. 

I  wish  to  express  again,  as  I  have 
earlier  today,  iny  appreciation  to  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie]  and 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Baker],  who,  on  the'Government  Opera¬ 
tions  Committee,  havk  given  close  study 
to  this  subject,  and  haws  urged  us  in  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  to  speak 
affirmatively  in  this  regard;  and  I  am 
delighted  that  the  Senators  from  New 
York  has  again  called  our  attention  to 
the  necessity  to  deal  fairly  ™  those 
who  are  disrupted  in  their  businesses 
and  those  who  are  dislocated  from\their 
places  of  residence. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  in  viewNsf 
the  answers  of  the  chairman  of  the  conk 
mittee,  given  with  the  tact  and  states¬ 
manship  to  which  I  have  become  accus¬ 
tomed  in  working  with  him  so  frequently 
on  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare,  I  do  not  see  any  necessity  for 
any  amendments.  I  think  the  chairman 
has  very  completely  elucidated  what  is 
contained  in  the  bill ;  -I  think  it  will  be 
most  helpful  in  administering  the  bill, 
and  I  am  very  grateful  to  him. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  New  York.  He 
has  made  a  very  considerable  contribu¬ 
tion  to  our  discussion  in  these  areas,  and 
we  appreciate  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  page  12  of 
the  report  deals  at  some  length  with  the 
design  concept  theme.  Before  we  vote  on 
final  passage,  I  express  the  hope  that  we 
shall  see  to  it  that  assistance  is  rendered 
in  planning  and  locating  of  highways  in 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  ir 
dividual  views  and  remarks  appearing 
on  page  47  of  the  committee  report  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record/ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  indi¬ 
vidual  views  were  ordered  to  h/ printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Individual  Views  op  Senator  William  B. 

Spong,  Jr. 

I  regret  the  committee  /as  not  included 
in  the  bill  a  provision  tor permit  construc¬ 
tion  of  certain  highway  projects  which  would 
improve  the  flow  of  traffic  in  Metropolitan 
Washington. 

I  am  reluctant  t/interfere  in  local  high¬ 
way  affairs,  but  the  freeway  situation  in  the 
District  of  Colmnbia  has  reached  a  stale¬ 
mate,  and  congressional  action  is  a  necessity. 

The  Three /bisters  Bridge  is  essential  to 
the  proper  development  of  Dulles  Interna¬ 
tional  Airnert.  The  bridge  was  planned  as  an 
integral  p&rt  of  the  highway  system  linking 
Washington  with  Dulles  Airport,  and  until 
the  smem  is  completed,  Dulles  will  remain 
relatively  idle  while  Washington  National 
Aii^ort  will  become  even  more  congested. 
The  proposed  $40  million  expansion  of 
Washington  National  cannot  be  justified. 
rIts  capacity  has  been  exceeded,  and  any 


major  effort  to  improve  air  transportation 
facilities  in  the  Washington  area  should 
be  directed  toward  Dulles.  (Construction  of 
the  Three  Sisters  Bridge  and  completion  of 
Interstate  Route  66  would  facilitate  full 
utilization  of  the  air  transportation  poten¬ 
tial  of  Dulles. 

The  relocation  assistance  program  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  would  insure  that  no 
families  and  businesses  displaced  by  highway 
construction  would  suffer  undue  hardship. 
Enactment  of  this  title  of  the  bill  would 
be  helpful  in  relieving  the  objections  of  many 
residents  to  the  District  highway  program. 

With  the  intention  of  establishing  a  basis 
for  a  resolution  of  the  freeway  impasse  in 
Washington,  I  would  suggest  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  permit  construction  of  the  Three 
Sisters  Bridge  and  Georgetown  waterfront 
highway;  the  George  Washington  Parkway 
from  the  District  of  Columbia  line  to  a  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Three  Sisters  Bridge  and 
Potomac  Parkway;  completion  of  the  cen¬ 
ter  leg  through  New  York  Avenue  to  Brent¬ 
wood  Road,  and  the  east  leg  from  11th  Street 
to  a  point  just  south  of  East  Capitol  Street. 

This  would  clear  up  the  clouded  authority 
of  District  officials  responsible  for  the  man¬ 
agement  of  highway  affairs.  Because  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  has  include^ 
language  in  its  bill  requiring  constructic 
,of  the  Interstate  Highway  System  in  and 
irough  the  District  of  Columbia,  it  is'  ap¬ 
parent  that  this  issue  must  be  fayed  in 
conference. 

InNmy  view,  the  suggestion  abotfe  would 
be  helpful  to  all  concerned  with  orderly 
transportation  planning  in  Metropolitan 
Washington. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFF&ER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  farther  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  furtheV  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question/is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  leading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  mra^red  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third/Cirm 

The  bill  was/read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  te^ird  time,  the 
question  Shall  it  pass? 

The  tod  (S.  3418)  was  passi 

Mr VmANSFTET P.  Mr.  President,  I 
.mova'  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
thg/bill  was  passed. 

ir.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
love  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  tabl^. 
The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  pay  a  well  deserved  tribute  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph],  His  extraordinary  handling 
of  the  Federal  highway  authorization 
was  in  large  measure  responsible  for  its 
overwhelming  success.  He  applied  to  this 
bill  the  same  strong  advocacy  and  dili¬ 
gence  that  have  characterized  his  han¬ 
dling  of  many  legislative  achievements  in 
the  past.  We  are  deeply  grateful. 

We  are  grateful  also  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  who  sim¬ 
ilarly  has  contributed  so  much  to  the 
passage  of  this  measure.  Though  neces¬ 
sarily  absent  today,  his  work  in  commit¬ 
tee  has  left  an  indelible  mark  on  this 
fine  achievement.  Other  Senators  also 
contributed.  Noteworthy  were  the  efforts 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Spong] 
and  others  whose  views  are  always  wel¬ 
come.  Particular  praise  is  due  the  senior 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
He  offered  his  own  strong  sentiments  on 
the  measure  and  sought  to  make  adjust¬ 


ments  where  he  sincerely  felt  they 
needed.  We  thank  him.  And  once  aj 
to  Senator  Randolph  and  to  the  zither 
members  of  the  committee,  we  are-'grate- 
ful  for  this  magnificent  success Achieved 
with  such  an  efficient  manner/ 

Mr.  CLARK  subsequently'  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  desire  to  note/that  I  voted 
“yea”  on  passage  of  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1968, /despite  the  fact 
that  I  supported  the/Williams  amend¬ 
ment.  In  my  opinion/it  would  have  been 
wiser  had  the  Williams  amendment 
reduced  the  bill  /o  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  tyjdget  by  President  John 
son. 

Nevertheless,  the  essential  require 
ment  of  our  highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram  is  such  that  I  want  it  noted  that 
I  did  vote  “yea”  on  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  .RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  can¬ 
not  Permit  the  record  of  the  Senate’s 
consideration  of  this  landmark  highway 
legislation  to  close  without  expressing  my 
ippreciation  and  that  of  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  for 
the  efforts  of  all  of  the  committee  staff, 
both  majority  and  minority  for  this  fine 
contribution  to  our  work  in  developing 
this  important  measure.  In  addition  to 
these  fine  people,  the  personnel  staffs  of 
the  Members  have  assisted  us  greatly 
during  the  many  hours  spent  in  bring¬ 
ing  this  bill  into  being. 

I  have  already  commented  on  the 
parts  played  by  Senator  Muskie,  Senator 
Cooper,  Senator  Jordan  of  Idaho  and 
Senator  Baker.  Their  efforts  in  resolving 
the  complex  issue  which  faced  us  during 
our  deliberations  in  the  legislation  were 
matched  by  the  other  members  of  the 
committee.  Senator  Stephen  Young  of 
Ohio,  although  he  was  otherwise  occu¬ 
pied  by  other  legislation  pending  before 
the  committee,  which  I  understand  we 
will  consider  tomorrow  was  most  help¬ 
ful  as  were  Senator  Ernest  Gruening  and 
Senator  Daniel  Inouye. 

Senator  B.  Everett  Jordan  of  North 
Carolina,  assisted  greatly  along  with 
Senator  Birch  Bayh  and  Senator  Hiram 
Fong  in  helping  to  resolve  some  of  the 
questions  created  by  the  provisions  re¬ 
lating  to  employment  practices  and 
t wages.  Senator  Joseph  Tydings,  was  in¬ 
strumental  in  bringing  the  District  of 
lumbia  parking  legislation  to  our  at¬ 
tention  and  otherwise  participated  in  the 
deliberations.  Senator  William  Spong 
was  extremely  helpful  in  bringing  a 
numbeikpf  issues  before  the  committee 
for  further  discussion  and  refinement. 

Senator  J.  Caleb  Boggs,  added  his  tal¬ 
ent  for  smoothing  over  the  difficult  mat¬ 
ters  before  ukand  lent  his  calm  reason 
to  the  discussions.  Senator  George  Mur¬ 
phy  was  also  contributor  of  ideas  and 
solutions  which  gkeatly  aided  our  en¬ 
deavors.  Senator  Joseph  Montoya,  has 
unfortunately  been  absent  for  reasons 
of  health,  but  his  v\ws  were  made 
known  to  us  by  his  staff. 


PUBLIC  WORKS  ON  RIVERS  AND 
HARBORS  FOR  NAVIGATION  AND 
FLOOD  CONTROL 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
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No.  1322,  S.  3710.  I  do  this  so  that  the 
bill  will  become  the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  read  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (S.  3710)  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for 
navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


SECONDARY  BOYCOTT  'EY  NEW 
YORK  CITY  GOVERNMENT 
AGAINST  CALIFORNIA  GRAPES 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  \  was 
appalled  to  learn  this  morning  fromNar- 
ticls  in  the  New  York  Times  and  the  Dos 
Angeles  Times  that  the  New  York  City, 
government  has  entered  into  the  second¬ 
ary  boycott  by  New  York  City  retail  gro¬ 
cery  chain  stores  against  the  use  of 
California  table  grapes. 

These  articles  stated  that  Deputy 
Mayor  Timothy  Costello  has  announced 
that  New  York  City  would  not  buy  its 
usual  tonnage  of  California  table  grapes 
this  year,  but  more  importantly  he 
urged  New  Yorkers  not  to  consume  them. 

I  have  been  advised  that  a  long  string 
of  New  York  court  decisions  have  been 
interpreted  as  holding  that  any  second¬ 
ary  boycott  is  illegal  within  the  State. 

Furthermore,  California  growers  have 
filed  motions  with  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board  alleging  the  boycott  by 
retail  grocery  stores  to  be  an  unfair 
labor  practice  under  section  8(b)  (4)  of 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Act. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr.  President, 
that  Mr.  Costello  and  the  New  York  City 
administration  have  no  business  at¬ 
tempting  to  throw  their  weight  behind 
either  side  in  this  contest  between  the 
California  growers  and  the  AFL-CIO 
union  leaders  who  are  presently  trying 
to  apply  economic  leverage  against  the 
growers  to  force  them  to  recognize  the 
United  Farm  Workers  Organizing  Com¬ 
mittee  which  is  an  AFL-CIO  affiliate. 

Frankly,  I  would  think  that  should/ 
the  farmers  be  able  to  obtain  sufficient 
evidence  in  affidavit  form  to  demon¬ 
strate  that  the  chain  stores  had  ybeen 
threatened,  there  would  be  little/ques- 
tion  but  that  the  aforementioned  provi¬ 
sion  of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Act 
would  have  been  violated.  / 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  articles  published  in  the 
New  York  Times  and  the  Los  Angeles 
Times  be  printed  at  0 his  point  in  the 
Record.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows 

[From  the  Neflr  York  Times,  July  1,  1968] 
CITY  Is  Sui/PORTING  BOYCOTT  OF  GRAPES 
Grown  in  California 
The  city  has  thrown  its  weight  behind 
union  attempts  to  organize  a  national  boy¬ 
cott  of/California-grown  grapes. 

Deputy  Mayor  Timothy  W.  CosteUo  an¬ 
nounced  yesterday  that  the  city  would  not 
buy  any  California  grapes  until  a  labor  dis¬ 


pute  between  California  grape  pickers  and 
the  Guimarra  Vineyards  Corporation  and 
other  growers  was  resolved. 

Dr.  Costello  said  he  hoped  that  “the  city’s 
decision  to  support  the  boycott  will  stimulate 
city  residents  to  do  the  same  thing.” 

About  a  fifth  of  all  California  grapes  are 
sold  in  the  New  York  City  area.  The  city  buys 
about  15  tons  of  grapes  a  year  for  use  in 
prisons  and  hospitals,  an  amount  that  Dr. 
Costello  said  was  relatively  small. 

The  United  Farm  Workers  Organizing 
Committee,  an  affiliate  of  the  American  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Labor-Congress  of  Industrial  Or¬ 
ganizations  that  represents  the  striking 
workers,  has  been  encouraging  unions  here  to 
promote  the  boycott. 

Officials  of  major  food  chains  and  union 
leaders  agreed  that  very  few  California  grapes 
were  being  sold  here  now,  the  peak  of  the 
grape  season. 

Guimarra  Vineyards  and  other  growers 
filed  a  charge  last  week  with  the  New  York 
office  of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board, 
alleging  that  various  unions  here  had  acted 
in  concert  and  had  threatened  retaliation 
against  stores  that  continued  to  sell  grapes. 

The  board  is  investigating  the  charge, 
v  The  grape  strike  has  been  a  long  and  bit¬ 
ter  one.  It  began  last  August  when  950  of  the 
1,000  workers  at  Guimarra  walked  off  their 
jobsv  when  the  company  refused  to  recognize 
theirunion. 

The \ompany  hired  replacements,  and  tlV 
unions  Charged  that  Guimarra  then  tried /to 
ship  its  grapes  under  the  labels  of  ojmer 
growers.  The  unions  then  called  for  a/boy- 
cott  of  all  California  grapes  except  tpose  of 
the  DiGiorgioVCompany,  which  has  signed 
a  , contract  with  \he  union.  / 


[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  /July  1,  1968] 
New  York  City'Won’t  Buy  Grapes 
in  California 

New  York. — Dep.  Maymr  Timothy  W.  Cos¬ 
tello  said  Sunday  New  York  City  would  not 
buy  its  normal  15  tons  of\California  table 
grapes  this  year  and  Xe  urges  city  residents 
not  to  buy  them  either  until  Cahfornia  grow¬ 
ers  agree  to  allow/rheir  farm  workers  union 
representation.  /  \ 

The  city  boj/ott  of  the  grapes*  supports  a 
nationwide  boycott  called  by  theNUnited 
Farm  Workers’  organizing  commi  ttee\ AFL- 
CIO,  whicjrl  represents  striking  field  h\nds. 
The  union  boycott  was  called  when  95U\to 
1,000  workers  struck  Giumarra  Vineyards 
Corp.Xa.st  August  over  the  issue  of  union* 1 

reprX  rotation. 

Jrtie  city  makes  direct  purchases  of  about 
lo  tons  of  grapes  a  year  for  use  in  its  hos¬ 
pitals  and  prisons. 

"Though  the  city’s  purchases  of  grapes  are 
relatively  small,”  Costello  said,  he  hoped 
“The  city’s  decision  to  support  the  boycott 
will  stimulate  city  residents  to  do  the  same 
thing.” 

About  one-fifth  of  all  California  grapes 
are  sold  in  the  New  York  area. 

Purchase  Commissioner  Marvin  Gersten 
said  shoppers  should  urge  their  grocers  not 
to  carry  the  boycotted  grapes. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President  it  will  be 
noted  there  is  a  statement  in  both  ar¬ 
ticles  that  during  the  strike  at  one  of  the 
vineyards,  950  of  1,000  workers  went  out 
on  strike.  The  records  of  the  vineyard, 
however,  show  that  only  40  of  nearly 
3,000  workers  on  the  payroll  went  out  on 
strike.  There  is  a  great  difference  be¬ 
tween  1  or  2  percent  of  the  workers  and 
95  percent,  as  the  articles  allege.  This 
discrepancy  can  only  serve  to  remind  me 
of  the  time  members  of  the  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  Committee  went  to  the 
State  of  California  and  my  friend,  Steve 
Allen,  appeared  as  an  expert  witness  with 


a  flier  that  announced  that  5,000  workers 
were  on  strike.  At  that  time  the  largest 
number  of  strikers  that  the  committed 
could  find  was  75.  I  pointed  out  to  Mr. 
Allen  that  there  was  a  large  disparity/foe- 
tween  the  figures  he  used  and  what  the 
Senators  actually  saw.  Strangely  enough, 
he  said  he  had  gotten  his  figure  from 
the  leaders  of  the  strike.  / 

This  is  the  reason  I  must  Question  now 
the  statements  made  in  this  morning’s 
newspapers.  I  am  afraid  fcnat  there  may 
be  a  false  figure  contained  there. 

I  think  that  this  matter  concerning 
the  workers  on  the  California  farms  has 
grown  to  the  point  61  confusion  where  it 
is  necessary  to  explain  this  matter  once 
and  for  all  so  th/ft  the  general  public  can 
understand  it/based  on  fact  and  not 
fantasy.  / 

While  I  /night  speak  today  of  inac¬ 
curate  reporting  due  to  inaccurate 
sources, /the  question  of  the  legality  of 
the  secondary  boycott,  while  disturbing 
to  rrm,  is  not  a  matter  to  ’be  resolved  on 
the/Senate  floor.  It  is  for  the  NLRB  to 
determine  and  Deputy  Mayor  Costello 
smould  not  give  weight  to  one  side  or  the 
other. 


NUCLEAR  NONPROLIFERATION 
TREATY 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
opposed  to  the  nuclear  nonproliferation 
treaty  because  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  exchange  pledges  of  trust 
through  its  approval.  This  is  the  same 
Soviet  Union  that  is  daily  sending  the 
sinews  of  war  to  North  Vietnam;  it  is  the 
same  Soviet  Union  that  encourages  the 
North  Koreans  to  commit  acts  of  aggres¬ 
sion;  and  it  is  the  same  Soviet  Union  that 
encourages  East  Germany  to  harass  our 
friends  and  allies  trying  to  enter  Berlin. 

Furthermore,  it  is  evident  from  the 
terms  of  the  treaty  that  the  allies  of  the 
United  States  are  prohibited  from  estab¬ 
lishing  defensive  nuclear  armaments 
such  as  the  antiballistic  missile. 

With  regard  to  the  President’s  an¬ 
nouncement  that  the  Soviet  Union  and 
'the  United  States  will  soon  begin  discus¬ 
sions  on  the  limitation  and  reduction  of 
nuklear  armaments,  I  view  this  with 
some,  apprehension.  In  my  opinion  the 
Sovie\Union  is  using  disarmament  as  a 
weapoiV I  believe  that  they  have  come  to 
this  agreement  solely  because  of  the  ac¬ 
tion  takerhlast  week  by  the  Senate  on 
the  Sentine\antiballistic  missile  system. 
On  this  vitalNissue  I  urge  that  we  con¬ 
tinue  deployment  of  the  Sentinel.  Any 
cessation  in  thisMeployment  would  bar¬ 
gain  away  our  portion. 

It  is  well-known\hat  the  Soviets  are 
years  ahead  of  us  m  missile  defense. 
Their  Galosh  system  abound  Moscow  is 
already  deployed,  and  we  have  not  yet 
started  construction  of  oursSentinel  sites. 

In  proposing  new  discussions  on  stra¬ 
tegic  delivery  systems  and  defenses,  the 
Soviet  Union  is  following  the  same  pat¬ 
tern  of  the  1963  Nuclear  Test  BanSTreaty. 
I  advise  caution  in  these  forthcoming 
discussions,  and  urge  that  we  negotiate 
from  a  position  of  strength.  In  this  re¬ 
gard  I  believe  it  essential  that  we  corS- 
tinue  our  Sentinel  deployment.  Continu-'' 
ation  with  the  Sentinel  would  indicate  to 
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>cond  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1968,  and  acted  on  amendments  in 
disagreement  (pp.  S8140-49,  H5889-97) .  The  House  agreed  to  a  motion  to  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  to  appropriate  $10,000,00Q/for  the 
schooV  lunch  program  authorized  by  P.L.  90-302,  instead  of  $32,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  bV  the  Senate  (p.  H5593).  See  Digest  No.  106  for  other  provisions.  This 
bill  wilXnow  be  sent  to  the  President. 

Senate  Conferees  on  H.  R.  15399,  the  urgent  supplemental  appropriation  bill, 
were  discharged  from  further  service  inasmuch  as  the  items  therein  have  been 
disposed  of,  \ith  one  exception,  an  item  relating  to  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  which  b^s  been  transferred  to  the  annual  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill.  p.  S8148 

14.  CONSERVATION.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  1401,  to  pro¬ 

vide  that  receipts  frhm  mineral  leases  on  offshore  lands  be  deposited  in  the 
land  and  water  conservation  fund  (pp.  S8162-64,  H5$98-99).  As  agreed  to  in 
conference,  this  bill  wohld  add  to  the  land  and  water  conservation  fund  for 
)  the  next  5  years,  $200  million  for  each  of  tho^e  years.  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President, 

15.  RECLAMATION.  Concurred  in  House  amendments /bn  S„  1251,  to  make  certain  recla¬ 

mation  project  expenses  nonreimbursable.  The  bill  would  relieve  certain  water 
users'  organizations  from  the  responsibility  for  the  repayment  to  the  Federal 
Government  of  severance  pay  to  Bureau  bf  Reclamation  employees  whose  Federal 
employment  is  terminated  as  a  resultXof  the  transfer  of  the  responsibility  for 
project  operation  from  the  Bureau  tb  bhe  water  user  agency  (p.  S8091).  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

16.  WILDLIFE.  Senate  concurred  in  ^ouse  amendment  to  S.  322,  to  encourage  the 

transfer  of  acquired  lands  within  the  national  wildlife  refuge  system  (p. 
S8140).  This  bill  will  now/oe  sent  to  the  President. 


P 


FLOOD  CONTROL.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  3710,  to  authorize  the  construction, 
repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for 
navigation,  flood  control,  pp.  S8123-39,  S8149-54 


18.  GRAINS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  \)ommittee  approved  for 
full  committee  consideration  with  amendments  H.  R.  15794}^  to  amend  the  laws 
relating  to  the/inspection  and  grading  of  grain,  p.  D632 

Sen.  Dodd  opposed  the  International  Grains  Arrangement  o£ 1967  stating 
that  "almost/immediately  after  the  treaty  was  ratified,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  acted  to  impose  an  export  tax  on  wheat  and  to  reduce  wheat  allotments 
for  1969  by  13  percent."  p.  S8118 

19.  WATER  QUALITY.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did\ot  actually 
repose)  S.  3206,  the  proposed  Water  Quality  Improvement  Act.  p.  D63^ 

le  Public  ^orks  Committee  approved  plans  for  works  of  improvement  on 
watershed  projects,  p.  D633 

The  Public  Works  Committee  approved  the  language  of  amendments  adoptecf\to 
'S.  2525,  to  control  pol lution  from  vessels  within  navigable  waters  of  the  U. 

S.  p.  D633 
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20.  REAn.  Received  from  REA  information  of  the  approval  of  certain  loans  for  thf 
financing  of  certain  transmission  facilities  to  the  Central  Electric  Powej 
Cooperative,  Inc.  p.  S8067 

21.  PERSONNEL/,  Sen.  Ervin  inserted  the  text  of  his  statement  before  the  H<^use 

Post  Offide  and  Civil  Service  Subcommittee  on  Manpower  and  Civil  Service  on 
S.  1035,  tnk  employee  privacy  bill.  pp.  S8080-90 

22.  TAIWAN.  Sen.  Tibwer  commended  Taiwan's  economic  and  social  advancement  from 

an  agricultural  \ulture  to  a  representative,  republican  systej/.  pp.  S8120-22 

23.  POVERTY.  Sen.  Tower\def ended  Congress  and  the  Government  against  allegations 

that  they  are  "indifferent"  to  the  needs  of  the  poor  and  /Stated  that  in  an 
analysis  of  the  1968  tmdget  "an  estimated  total  of  $25.^ billion  is  going  to 
programs  assisting  the  poor."  pp.  S8109-10 

24.  FEDERAL  AID.  Sen.  Hart  criticized  the  "drastically Reduced"  Labor-HEW  appro¬ 

priation  bill  passed  last  week  by  the  House,  pp.  S8110-11 

Y  / 

25.  CENSUS.  Sen.  Tower  urged  that  Congress  take  legislative  action  which  would 

instruct  the  Census  Bureau  to  confine  the  scq<pe  and  content  of  the  decennial 
census,  pp.  S8112-3 

26.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Metcalf  critici^ed/utilities  as  "tax  collectors"  not 

"tax  payers."  pp.  S8113-5 

27.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Thurmond  inserted  material  discussing  the  nonmilitary 

uses  of  nuclear  explosives,  relating  to  the  \nteroceanic  canal,  pp.  S8158-62 


Roth  Houses  /  \ 

28.  ADJOURNMENT,  /agreed  to  H.  Con.  ices.  792,  that  whan  the  two  Houses  adjourn  on 
July  3,  they  stand  adjoyrned  until  12  o'clock  Mon.,  July  8.  pp.  S8151 

Extension  of  remarks 


29.  TREES.  Rep.  Reuss  inserted  an  open  letter  to  utility  cotiypanies  on  the  importance 

of  preserving  trees,  /p.  E6037-8 

30.  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION/  Rep.  Landrum  inserted  several  article^on  vocational 

education  and  how/it  can  help  solve  many  of  our  economic  and  \ocial  problems, 
pp.  E6039-44 

31.  WATER.  Rep.  Bdrton  inserted  an  article  on  the  efforts  of  two  Colorado  Congress¬ 

men  to  have  /a.  feasibility  study  done  on  new  water  resources  for  Northern 
Colorado,  /pp.  E6049-50 

32.  FREIGHT  RATES.  Rep.  Patman  spoke  on  the  need  for  legislation  establishing  a 

commission  to  study  freight  rates  for  farm  products,  pp.  E6050-51 

33.  CONSUMER.  Rep.  Sullivan  inserted  her  address  before  the  International  Organi¬ 

zation  of  Consumers  Unions  on  the  problems  of  passing  good  consumers  legislation 
in  the  House  of  Representatives,  pp.  E6062-4 


/ 


/ 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


July  2 ,  1968 


S812£ 


/ 


afford  an  adequate  antipoverty  program  have 
no  difficulty  in  finding  as  much  money  as 
Vjnay  be  necessary  to  expand  police  forces  or 
equip  the  police  with  weapons  of  enlarged 
destructiveness.  Similarly,  billions  of  dollars 
areSinstantly  available  for  Vietnam,  where 
our  announced  objective  is  to  give  people 
the  right  to  choose  their  own  government. 
AmericMas  who  live  in  the  ghettos  have 
clearly  cftosen  to  improve  their  own  station 
in  life,  ye^some  of  the  men  who  make  the 
laws  do  notNseem  to  comprehend  this  kind 
of  self-determination  and  their  own  clear 
responsibility  taJielp  make  it  work. 

Another  unhappy  characteristic  of  many 
of  the  easy  answeira  now  being  offered  for 
eradicating  violenceN.is  the  collapse  of  dis¬ 
tinctions.  An  important  distinction  must 
be  made  between  peoprte  who  are  caught  up 
in  political  and  social  upheaval  and  people 
involved  in  organized  crime.  Respect  for  law 
and  order  is  not  advanced  \fiien  police  deal 
with  both  groups  as  thoughNthey  are  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  same  thing.  The'same  is  true 
of  student  demonstrations.  A\distinction 
must  be  made  between  the  man\  students 
who  are  demonstrating  for  increased  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  decisions  that  affeot  their 
lives,  and  the  few  students  who  are  exploit¬ 
ing  this  underlying  situation  for  their Nawn 
avowed  destructive  ends.  (It  is  unfortunft 
that  Columbia  University,  where  relatiof 
broke  down,  should  dominate  the  headlines,' 
while  almost  no,  attention  is  being  paid  to 
compuses  such  as  American  University,  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  where  student  protest  has 
been  imaginatively  and  responsibly  met  and 
where  a  pattern  of  strong  student-faculty  ad¬ 
ministration  cooperation  is  being  worked 
out.) 

The  easiest  way  of  creating  a  nation  of  law 
and  order  is  to  establish  a  police  state.  The 
business  of  carrying  out  the  laws  in  a  free 
society,  however,  is  somewhat  more  com¬ 
plicated.  Here  we  face  the  undoubted  fact 
that  free  societies  have  not  been  able  to  meet 
all  their  problems  without  a  certain  degree 
of  clamor  and  chaos.  But  we  will  at  least  serve 
ourselves  and  advance  our  purposes  if  we 
understand  our  own  historical  background 
and  if  we  learn  to  resist  easy  answers.  The 
attack  on  violence  requires  not  just  superior 
counter-violence  but  a  spirited  and  morally 
imaginative  upgrading  of  our  entire  way  of 
life. 

— N.  C. 


ADVICE  FROM  ILLINOIS  SMAI 
BUSINESSMEN 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  some  w^&ks 
ago  I  asked  the  small  businessmjm  in 
Illinois  to  advise  me  on  matters  rii  con¬ 
cern  to  them.  I  asked  them  to'  explain 
their  problems  with  Government  pro¬ 
grams  and  what  the  Government  might 
do  to  help  alleviate  some  ot  these  prob¬ 
lems.  The  response  of  over  1,000  of  them 
was  of  great  assistance  fro  me  in  my  role 
as  ranking  minoritjy' member  on  the 
Small  Business  Subcommittee.  Because 
the  replies  were  so  informative  and  help¬ 
ful  to  my  own  understanding,  I  would 
like  to  share  their  comments  and  sugges¬ 
tions  with  my/colleagues  in  the  Senate. 

The  questionnaire  which  I  circulated 
asked  specifically  what  the  businessmen 
consider  to  be  their  major  problems  with 
the  Federal  Government.  Their  replies 
follow/in  order  of  importance: 

Fi/st.  High  taxes. 

cond.  Paperwork  and  redtape  in  re¬ 
tired  Federal  forms. 

Third.  Government  interference  and 
regulation. 

Fourth.  Minimum  wage  laws. 


Fifth.  Growing  union  power  and  con¬ 
trol. 

Sixth.  Difficulty  in  obtaining  business 
financing. 

Seventh.  Government  spending  and  in¬ 
flation. 

Eighth.  Fair  trade  practices. 

Ninth.  Shortage  of  qualified  skilled 
labor. 

Tenth.  Government  bureaucracy  and 
inefficiency. 

We  in  Congress  are  aware  that  one  of 
the  first  sectors  of  our  economy  to  re¬ 
flect  difficulties  and  one  of  the  last  to 
share  in  the  good  times  is  the  small  busi¬ 
ness  community.  The  fact  that  the  econ¬ 
omy  is  currently  in  an  inflationary  spiral 
is  quite  evident  to  Illinois  small  bus¬ 
inessmen.  They  see  themselves  caught  in 
a  squeeze  play  and  the  pinch  is  begin¬ 
ning  to  make  them  very  uncomfortable. 

They  see  the  tax  structure  as  awesome 
in  size,  variety,  and  complexity.  Small 
businesses  tend  to  maintain  a  very  nar¬ 
row  margin  of  operating  capital.  Of/ 
course,  increasing  costs,  including  taxc/ 
eat  into  this  small  margin,  particularly 
when  prices  cannot  go  up  sufficiency  to 
cover  their  additional  costs. 

Wages  have  gone  up.  Businessmen 
»ar  Government  people  and  politicians 
give  speeches  on  the  dangers  of  inflation, 
but  she  rising  minimum  wage  they  spon¬ 
sor  isNn  many  small  businessmen  a  sym¬ 
bol  of  Government  comnilcity  in  the  in¬ 
flationary,  spiral.  Rising  labor  costs  are 
inevitably\altering  the  small  business 
owner’s  perspective  /n  hiring.  Too  many 
are  deciding  they  post  cannot  afford  new 
help  for  eitheNexpansion  or  for  filling 
present  job  vacancies.  And  too  fre¬ 
quently,  the  aiininaum  wage  has  caused 
unemployment  among  those  unskilled 
groups  whe  are  in  greatest  need  of  em¬ 
ployment/opportunities 

Otheg  operating  costk  have  gone  up 
with  plages.  Inventories,  saw  materials, 
services,  and  even  the  equipment  re¬ 
quired  to  fill  out  the  seemingly  endless 
Krearn  of  Government  forms\are  ever 
lore  expensive.  Wage  rates,  operating 
costs,  rising  interest  rates  ana\taxes 
constitute  a  set  of  financial  pressures 
that  are  a  serious  problem  to  the  Xa~ 
bility  of  the  small  business  sector. 

The  small  businessmen  of  Illinois  hav£ 
as  many  different  complaints  and  sug¬ 
gestions  as  any  group  of  concerned 
American  citizens.  But  there  was  a  com¬ 
mon  thread  through  all  of  their  com¬ 
ments.  They  resent  the  pressures  placed 
on  them  by  the  financial  crisis  this 
Nation  faces.  To  the  extent  that  this 
crisis  is  due  to  decisions  made  here  in 
Washington,  they  resent  the  price  they 
must  pay  for  mistakes  and  poor  judg¬ 
ments  made  by  their  elected  officials. 
Their  concern  is  sincere  and  I  certainly 
agree  with  their  legitimate  right  to  ex¬ 
pect  Congress  and  the  administration  to 
demonstrate  both  fiscal  responsibility 
and  a  greater  sensitivity  to  the  problems 
facing  small  businessmen. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSAL:  REVENUE 
SHARING  WITH  TOWNS  AND  CI¬ 
TIES 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
soon  introduce  legislation  to  strengthen 


city  and  town  government  by  means'  of 
a  Federal  revenue-sharing  plan.  / 

Too  often  today  our  cities  lack  the  fin¬ 
ancial  wherewithal  to  effectively  grap¬ 
ple  with  the  rising  costs  of  established 
governmental  programs  ancr  to  mount 
new  efforts  to  meet  growing's ocial  needs. 
Cities  and  towns  have  1  oyig  been  forced 
to  rely  on  State  Governments  and,  more 
significantly,  on  the /Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  assistance- — assistance  that 
comes  through  a  /Myriad  of  programs 
which  are  directed  at  specific  needs  and 
which  carry  w itn  them  specific  require¬ 
ments  and  controls. 

I  do  not  kpeak  against  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  programs; 
indeed,  IJaave  supported  them  and  shall 
continue  to  do  so.  But  they  are  neither 
sufficient  nor  appropriate  for  meeting  a 
host/of  urban  needs  which  vary  in  com¬ 
plexity  and  character  from  city  to  city.H 
in  order  to  maintain  a  healthy  demo- 
Sracy  and  in  order  to  effectively  master 
many  of  the  Nation’s  social  challenges, 
we  will  do  well  to  leave  the  broadest  pos¬ 
sible  spectrum  of  decisionmaking  and 
decision  implementation  in  the  hands  of 
our  local  governments.  But  this  is  a  ster¬ 
ile  recommendation  if  we  do  not  provide 
local  governments  with  the  means  of 
generating  income.  Too  often,  the  de¬ 
termination  as  to  who  will  make  deci¬ 
sions  depends  decisively  upon  who  pos¬ 
sesses  the  financial  resources  for  imple¬ 
menting  those  decisions.  Increasingly, 
that  has  come  to  be  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  which  in  general  has  the  most  ef¬ 
ficient  and  equitable  means  for  collect¬ 
ing  taxes. 

Under  my  proposals — the  details  of 
which  I  am  now  working  out — a  percent¬ 
age  of  Federal  revenues  would  be  ear¬ 
marked  for  distribution  directly  to  town 
and  city  governments  for  use  in  covering 
general  operating  expenses.  Federal  re¬ 
quirements  and  controls  would  be  kept 
to  a  minimum. 

I  shall  introduce  specific  legislative 
proposals  to  this  effect  in  the  immediate 
future. 

CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
^further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn- 
ig  business  is  concluded. 


PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATIONS, 
1068,  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS— 
FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  MULTIPLE 
PURPOSE  PROJECTS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr..  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (S.  3710)  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for 
navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
any  objection  to  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill? 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield,  without  losing  his 
right  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  !  wish 
to  cooperate  with  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  ,  who  has  discussed  with  me  an 
amendment  he  wishes  to  present  to  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
hearings  held  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  commencing  at  page  864,  appears 
testimony  by  Hon.  F.  Edward  Hebert, 
myself,  and  others  in  respect  to  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River-Gulf  Outlet  at  Michoud. 

At  the  time  the  testimony  was  given, 
the  project  had  not  cleared  the  budget. 
Since  that  time,  this  project  has  cleared 
the  budget. 

I  send  to  the  desk  an  amendment 
reading  as  follows: 

On  Page  3  after  line  20  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Mississippi  River- Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud. 

Oanal,  La:  Senate  Document  numbered - , 

90th  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,300,000;”. 

I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  agreed 
to  at  this  time.  The  amendment  is 
offered  on  behalf  of  myself  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senators  from  Louisiana,  [Mr.  Ellender 
and  Mr.  Long],  have  discussed  this 
matter  with  me,  and  I  have  discussed  it 
with  members  of  the  committee. 

The  statement  made  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  presents  the 
facts  in  connection  with  this  project,  al¬ 
though  it  is  not  actually  contained  in 
the  proposed  legislation.  It  has  had  the 
clearance  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget> 
as  has  been  indicated. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  wish  to 
make  mention  of  the  fact  that  there  will 
be  certain  projects  that  have  been  cleared 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  since  the 
committee  reported  S.  3410,  and  which 
are  not  therefore  included  in  the  bill; 
and  from  time  to  time  during  the  day  we 
are  going  to  give  attention  to  those  clear¬ 
ances  which  have  been  presented  to  the 
committee. 

The  amendment  presented  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  does  not  have  a 
document  number,  as  is  the  case  with 
several  projects  reported  in  the  bill. 
However,  as  the  documents  are  printed 
the  numbers  will  be  assigned  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  or  at  the  latest 
in  conference. 

I  am  agreeable  to  accepting  the 
amendment  which  has  been  presented. 

I  wish  to  say  on  behalf  of  myself  and 


the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Flood  Control — Rivers  and  Harbors,  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  that 
this  project  has  had  the  attention  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  full  committee 
and  we  are  happy  at  this  time  to  support 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Har¬ 
ris  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]. 
[Putting  the  question.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding. 

I  recall  there  were  two  or  three  projects 
for  Florida  which  had  been  approved  by 
the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Board  and  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  but  were  awaiting 
budget  approval,  and  the  committee  was 
gracious  enough  to  hold  hearings  on 
them.  Since  that  time  one  of  those  proj¬ 
ects  has  come  to  the  committee  with 
budget  approval  and  that  is  the  project 
for  deepening  Miami  harbor,  which  I  un¬ 
derstand  is  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,476,000. 

If  it  is  appropriate  at  this  time,  I  would 
like  to  offer  an  amendment  for  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  that  project,  already  covered 
by  the  hearings  and,  as  I  say,  now  not 
only  approved  by  the  District  Engineer, 
the  Division  Engineer,  the  Rivers  and 
Harbors  Board,  but  also  bearing  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  other  interested 
agencies  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  is  in  order. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  our  data  sheet  on  the  Miami 
Harbor.  This  material  does  not  appear  in 
the  bill  as  reported. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  docu¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Miami  Harbor,  Fla. 

Location:  Miami  Harbor  is  on  the  Atlantic 
coast  of  southern  Florida. 

Authority:  Senate  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  Resolution  adopted  18  August  1944. 

Existing  Project:  The  authorized  Federal 
project  consists  of  a  30-foot  deep  and  500- 
foot  wide  channel  inland  to  the  outer  end 
of  the  north  jetty;  thence  400  feet  wide 
across  Biscayne  Bay  to  a  1,700-foot  diameter 
turning  basin;  a  30-foot  deep  turning  basin 
at  Fisher  Island,  about  900  x  1,900  feet;  two 
entrance  jetties;  and  connecting  interior 
channels. 

Navigation  Problem:  Fully  loaded  deep- 
draft  cargo  vessels  and  some  cruise  ships 
cannot  use  harbor  due  to  insufficient  depth. 
In  the  future,  new  and  larger  vessels  will 
also  find  the  channel  inadequate. 

Recommended  Plan  of  Improvement: 
Deepening  the  existing  30-feet  channels  to 
38  feet  by  500  feet  in  the  bar  channel,  widen¬ 
ing  the  north  side  of  the  channel  between 
jetties  by  100  feet  at  38  feet  depth  to  beach 
line,  hence  36  feet  by  400  feet  across  Biscayne 
Bay  to  and  including  existing  turning  basin 
at  Biscayne  Boulevard  terminal;  deepening 
Fisher  Island  turning  basin  to  36  feet. 

Estimated  cost:  ( June  1966  price  levels 

Federal  _ $6,  476,  000 

Non-Federal  _  789,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortiza¬ 
tion _  ___  . . 

Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion _ _ — 

$265,400 

3,  000  . 

$41, 200 

$306, 600 

3,  000 

Total _ : _ 

268,  600 

41, 200 

309,  600 

(1)  Includes  $9,100  economic  costs  of 


lands. 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ $391,200 

Reduction  of  accidents _  6,  000 

Land  Enhancement _ _ _  77,800 


Total  _ _ _  475,  000 


Benefit-Cost  Ratio:  1.5. 

Location  Cooperation:  Provide  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  con¬ 
struction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of 
the  project,  including  suitable  areas  for 
initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads  and  em¬ 
bankments  therefor,  or  the  costs  of  such 
retaining  works;  provide  and  maintain  at 
local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and 
transfer  facilities  including  an  oil  terminal, 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  depths  in 
birthing  areas  and  local  access  channels 
serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the 
depth  provided  in  the  related  project  areas; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project;  accomplish  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  such  utility  and 
other  relocations  or  alterations  as  necessary 
for  project  purposes;  establish  regulations 
prohibiting  discharge  of  untreated  sewage, 
garbage,  and  other  pollutants  in  the  waters 
of  the  channel  and  harbor  by  users  thereof, 
which  regulations  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  applicable  laws  or  regulations  of  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  authorities  responsible 
for  pollution  prevention  and  control;  con¬ 
tribute  in  cash  8.2  percent  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost,  including  engineering  and  design 
and  supervision  and  administration  thereof, 
of  all  work  to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  a  contribution  now  estimated  at 
$579,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
start  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior 
to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  construction  schedules  as  required 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  allocation 
of  cost  to  be  made  after  the  actual  costs 
have  been  determined.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  furnish  all 
items  of  local  cooperation  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
Agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare:  Favorable.  - 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Bridget: 
No  objection. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  happy  to  have  the  data  sheet 
printed  in  the  Record.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
know  that  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
an  intimate  knowledge  of  the  need  for 
this  project.  I  am  very  happy  to  have 
it  included.  I  will  be  glad  to  hear  any 
further  comment  the  Senator  wishes  to 
make  for  the  Record. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  which  I  have  referred  be  stated 
at  this  time. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

On  page  3,  after  line  9,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Miami  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered - ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 

an  estimated  cost  of  $6,476,000;” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland], 
[Putting  the  question.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
wish  to  thank  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  and  the  committee.  I  think  they 
were  most  considerate  and  yet  reasonable 
in  their  position  that  they  would  permit 
us  to  testify  on  this  project  that  passed 
the  scrutiny  of  the  engineers  but  on 
which  action  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budg¬ 
et  was  being  awaited. 

This  one  project  is  the  only  one  I  am  in 
a  position  to  offer  at  this  time.  I  wish  to 
thank  the  distinguished  chairman,  par¬ 
ticularly,  and  the  committee  for  includ¬ 
ing  in  the  bill  five  projects  which  are  of 
importance  in  our  State. 

On  page  5  there  are  two  projects,  one 
for  Brevard  County,  Fla.,  and  one  for 
Fort  Pierce,  Fla.,  for  beach  erosion.  On 
page  20  of  the  bill  there  appears  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurri¬ 
cane  flood  protection  for  Dade  County, 
Fla.;  and  hurricane  flood  control  pro¬ 
tection  on  Hillsborough  Bay,  Fla.  On 
page  36  there  is  included  an  additional 
money  authorization  for  the  central  and 
southern  Florida  control  programs, 
which  is  considered  one  of  the  basic  flood 
control  projects,  and  which,  I  under¬ 
stand,  is  being  authorized  for  1  addi¬ 
tional  year,  as  far  as  money  needs  are 
concerned. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  as  far  as  funding  is  concerned. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  courtesy.  The  Senator  has  been 
most  cooperative  both  during  the  hear¬ 
ings  and  at  this  time.  I  shall  not  take 
further  time. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum... 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

The  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  once  more? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  note  in  the  report 
of  the  committee,  at  the  bottom  of  page 
5,  there  is  a  discussion  with  reference  to 
the  eradication  of  water  hyacinths, 
which  states : 

The  committee  is  in  complete  accord  with 
the  position  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  this 
matter  and  can  find  no  justification  for 
modifying  the  authorized  water-hyacinth 
control  program  at  this  time. 

The  testimony  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  which  is  also  quoted  on  page  5 
of  the  report  states  in  part: 


Accordingly,  we  endeavor  to  proceed  with 
control  operations  on  a  basin-by-basin  ap¬ 
proach  beginning  insofar  as  practicable  at 
the  headwaters  and  working  downstream  to 
establish  as  fully  controlled  a  condition  as 
possible  in  order  to  obtain  the  greatest  pos¬ 
sible  benefits  over  the  longest  period  of  time 
at  the  least  cost. 

If  Florida  interests  desire  that  we  proceed 
in  a  different  manner  such  as  leaving  shore¬ 
line  vegetation  in  place,  it  should  be  recog¬ 
nized  that  the  costs  of  maintaining  that  de¬ 
gree  of  control  would  be  exorbitant  and  re¬ 
sult  in  making  the  program  as  a  whole  im¬ 
practicable. 

I  understand  that  the  committee  has 
agreed  with  the  position  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  My  question  is:  I  ask  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  if,  in  light  of  the  comments  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  whether  there  would 
be  any  objection  to  the  “control”  rather 
than  the  “eradication”  of  water  hy¬ 
acinths  if  the  State  is  willing  to  pay  the 
difference  in  cost  involved  and  what 
would  be  the  difference  in  cost  as  the 
Engineers  state. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes.  I  shall  respond 
to  the  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  by  indicating  that  this  problem 
is  not  new.  It  is  a  continuing  one  in 
Florida  and  certain  other  States.  There 
has  been  a  difference  of  opinion.  It  is 
said  that  we  cannot  control  water  hy¬ 
acinths,  so  that  therefore  we  can  either 
let  them  grow  or  eradicate  them.  If,  in 
the  thinking  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  as  substantiated  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  there  can  be  some  measure 
of  control,  and  that  control  would  be  a 
matter  of  funding  from  other  than  the 
Federal  sector,  then  it  is  understand¬ 
able  that  we  shall  make  an  effort  to  do 
it. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  funds  will 
amount  to.  I  am  sure  that  the  Senator 
from  Florida  has  no  figure.  It  is  restric¬ 
tive,  but  I  am  willing  to  go  forward  with 
that  sort  of  approach.  It  is  innovative. 
That  may  be  the  answer.  I  shall  be  happy 
to  accept  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator.  The  people  of  my  State 
feel  that  it  is  wiser  not  to  cut  down  all 
the  vegetation  along  the  shorelines  but 
to  leave  some  of  it  which  is  ornamental 
affords  a  measure  of  protection  from 
erosion  and  desirable.  They  are  prepared 
to  meet  the  added  cost  which  would  be 
involved  in  adopting  that  practice  rather 
than  wiping  out  all  vegetation  along  the 
margin.  I  understand  now  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  feels  that  if  Florida  is  willing  to 
pay  for  the  added  cost,  the  committee  is 
willing  to  go  along. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  appreciate  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  this  subject  in  the  Senate.  It 
was  given  attention  in  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  and  the  committee. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  at  the  desk  and  ask  that 
its  reading  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nelson 
is  as  follows: 


S  8125 

On  page  24,  after  line  6,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  of  State 
Road  and  Ebner  Coules,  city  of  La  Crosse  and 
Shelby  Township,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered _ , 

Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,849,000;” 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an 
amendment  for  a  project  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  of  State  Road  and  Ebner  Coulees, 
city  of  La  Crosse  and  Shelby  Township, 
Wis.  The  amendment  would  authorize 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  document  numbered — and  we 
do  not  have  the  number  at  this  mo¬ 
ment — 90th  Congress,  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,849,000. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  approved  the 
project  at  the  time  the  bill  came  before 
the  Senate  but  we  did  not  have  budget 
approval.  We  now  have  that  budget  ap¬ 
proval. 

The  amendment  is  discussed  on  page 
542  of  the  public  works  hearings  held  on 
May  14,  15,  16,  21,  22,  and  23,  1968. 1  un¬ 
derstand  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
State  road  and  Ebner  Coulees  project 
has  fallen  in  the  category  already  ex-- 
plained — where  approval  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  had  not  been  received 
while  the  projects  were  still  before  the 
committee  and  it  was  our  decision  to 
move  the  projects  to  the  floor,  if  budget 
approval  came  to  us  in  time,  and  have 
them  considered  in  this  Chamber. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
data  sheet  on  this  project. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  data 
sheet  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

State  Road  and  Ebner  Coulees,  Wis. 

Location:  In  the  City  of  La  Crosse  and 
adjoining  Shelby  Township,  west  central 
Wisconsin,  with  drainage  into  the  Mississippi 
River. 

Authority:  Resolution  adopted  by  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  on  10  May 
1962. 

Existing  Project:  There  are  no  existing 
projects  in  either  basin. 

Flood  Problem:  Potentially  serious  flood 
problems  have  existed  only  during  the  last 
several  years  as  a  result  of  the  recent  sub¬ 
urban  development.  It  is  estimated  that  a 
25-year  discharge  frequency  flood  would 
cause  $1,452,000  damages  in  1970. 

Recommended  Plan  of  Improvement:  The 
project  consists  of  about  three  miles  of  chan¬ 
nel  improvement  and  diversion  works  with 
associated  structures,  plus  eight  new  street 
bridges,  one  new  railroad  bridge  and  modi¬ 
fications  to  another  railroad  bridge. 

Estimated  cost:  ( April  1966  price  level) 

Federal  _ $6,  849,  000 

Non-Federal  _  510,000 


Total  _  7,  359,  000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annua! charges: 

Interest  and  amortiza¬ 
tion . . 

$287,900 

$21, 500 

$309, 400 

Maintenance  and  opera- 
tion _ 

5, 000 

5, 000 

Total . . 

298, 900 

26, 500 

314, 400 
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Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ $442,  900 

Advanced  bridge  replac -  2,  600 

Total  _  445, 500 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio:  1.4. 

Local  Cooperation:  Provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  con¬ 
struction;  maintain  and  operate  all  works; 
accomplish  all  necessary  relocations  and  al¬ 
terations;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  im¬ 
proved  channels  and  diversion  works;  and  in 
the  event  of  future  developments  in  the 
marsh  beyond  the  downstream  terminus  of 
the  Ebner  Coulee  diversion  works,  maintain 
a  sufficient  outlet  through  that  area;  provide 
guidance  in  use  of  flood  plain  management 
techniques;  and  inform  affected  interests 
that  complete  flood  protection  will  not  be 
provided.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
Agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  discussed  this  matter  in  committee 
and  we  are,  of  course,  ready,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  decision  made  earlier  in 
the  committee,  to  accept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read,  as 
follows : 

On  page  4,  after  line  2,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing;  “Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  New  York: 
House  Document  Numbered  — ,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000;”, 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President;  the 
amendment  would  add  authorization  for 
a  navigation  and  beach  erosion  project  at 
Hamlin  Beach  State  Park  in  New  York 
State.  It  is  my  understanding  that  this 
amendment  is  not  opposed  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  and  will  be 
accepted. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  the  justification  of  the  project,  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  together 
with  a  statement  by  Colonel  Anderson, 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  N.Y. 

Location. — On  the  south  shore  of  Lake 
Ontario,  about  20  miles  northwest  of  Roches¬ 
ter,  New  York. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  Resolution  approved  25  September  1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing 
navigation  project  in  the  area.  A  beach  ero¬ 
sion  project  west  of  the  area,  has  not  been 
started. 

Problem. — The  fast  increasing  number  of 
small  recreational  boats  in  the  area  make  a 
small-boat  harbor  and  harbor  of  refuge  nec¬ 
essary.  The  nearest  existing  facilities  are 
Rochester  Harbor,  20  miles  easterly  and  Oak 
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Orchard  Harbor,  14  miles  westerly.  Braddock 
Bay  Harbor,  12  miles  east,  is  not  suitable  as 
a  harbor  of  refuge. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — An 
8-foot  protected  entrance  channel;  a  6-foot 
dock  channel  and  maneuvering  area;  a  revet¬ 
ment  along  the  lake  to  prevent  scouring 
around  the  inshore  ends  of  the  breakwaters; 
and  breakwater  recreational  fishing  facilities. 

Estimated  cost  (July  1967  price  level) 


Federal  _  $500, 000 

Non-Federal _  500,  000 

Total  _  1,  000,  000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

Federal  Non-  Total 


Federal 


Annual  charges: 

Interestand  amortization.  $21,400  $21,000  $42,400 

Maintenance _  4,500  500  5,000 

Total .  25,900  21,500  47,400 


Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ $63,  900 

Harbor  of  refuge _  5,  000 

Breakwater  fishing _  43,  000 


Total  _  111,  900 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio:  2.4. 

Local  Cooperation:  Contribution  in  cash 
50  percent  of  the  construction  costs  of  navi¬ 
gation  and  fishing  facilities  excluding  navi¬ 
gation  aids;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and 
rights-of-way  and  provide  areas  for  any  spoU 
containment  works;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damage  due  to  con¬ 
struction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  regulate  the  use  and  growth  of  the 
harbor;  provide  and  maintain  adequate 
berthing  area,  mooring  facilities,  and  service 
areas;  establish  and  enforce  regulations  pro¬ 
hibiting  pollution  of  the  harbor;  and  bear 
all  costs  of  maintenance,  operation,  and  re¬ 
placement  of  facilities,  parking  areas,  and 
sanitary  facilities  for  recreational  fishing. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the 
items  of  local  cooperation. 


Colonel  Anderson.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee,  this  report  con¬ 
cerns  construction  of  a  small-boat  harbor  at 
Hamlin  Beach  State  Park  on  the  south  shore 
of  Lake  Ontario,  about  20  miles  northwest  of 
Rochester,  N.Y.,  in  the  interest  of  recre¬ 
ational  navigation.  It  is  in  response  to  a  res¬ 
olution  by  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee  adopted  September  25,  1945. 

A  small-boat  harbor  is  needed  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  increase  in  small-boat  traffic. 
There  are  no  navigation  projects  at  the  loca¬ 
tion.  A  beach  erosion  control  project,  west 
of  the  area,  has  not  been  started.  The  recom¬ 
mended  project  consists  of  an  8-foot  pro¬ 
tected  entrance  channel;  a  6-foot  dock  chan¬ 
nel  and  maneuvering  area,  a  revetment  along 
Lake  Ontario,  and  breakwater  recreational 
fishing  facilities.  Total  estimated  cost  of  the 
project  is  $1,010,000  of  which  $510,000  is 
Federal,  including  $10,000  for  aids  to  navi¬ 
gation.  The  benefit-cost  ratio  is  2.4.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of 
cooperation. 

The  report  has  been  submitted  to  the 
State  of  New  York  and  the  interested  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies.  Upon  receipt  of  the  comments, 
the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  be 
sent  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  prior  to  its  submission 
to  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  this  proj¬ 
ect  is  favored  by  the  State  of  New  York. 
It  deals  with  full  development  of  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  at  this  particular  park. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  given  its 


approval,  and  I  hope  very  much  that  the 
Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill  will  feel 
it  proper  to  accord  it  the  same  treatment 
which  has  been  declared  as  the  policy 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  is  correct.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  data  sheet  on  this  proj¬ 
ect  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  data 
sheet  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  N.Y. 

Location:  On  the  south  shore  of  Lake 
Ontario,  about  20  miles  northwest  of  Roch¬ 
ester,  New  York. 

Authority :  House  Public  Works  Committee 
Resolution  approved  25  September  1945. 

Existing  Project:  There  is  no  existing  nav¬ 
igation  project  in  the  area.  A  beach  erosion 
project  west  of  the  area  has  not  been  started. 

Problem:  The  fast  increasing  number  of 
small  recreational  boats  in  the  area  make  a 
small-boat  harbor  and  harbor  of  refuge  nec¬ 
essary.  The  nearest  existing  facilities  are 
Rochester  Harbor,  20  miles  easterly  and  Oak 
Orchard  Harbor,  14  miles  westerly.  Braddock 
Bay  Harbor,  12  miles  east,  is  not  suitable  as 
a  harbor  of  refuge. 

Recommended  Plan  of  Improvement:  An 
8-foot  protected  entrance  channel;  a  6-foot 
dock  channel  and  maneuvering  area;  a  re¬ 
vetment  along  the  lake  to  prevent  scouring 
around  the  inshore  ends  of  the  breakwaters; 
and  breakwater  recreational  fishing  facilities. 

Estimated  cost  (July  1967  price  level) 

Federal  _  $500, 000 

Non-Federal _  500,  000 


Total  _  1,000,000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortiza¬ 
tion. . . 

Maintenance _ 

$21,400 

4,500 

$21,000 

500 

$42, 400 
5, 000 

Total _ _ 

25, 900 

21,  500 

47, 400 

Annital  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ $63,  900 

Harbor  of  refuge _  5,  000 

Breakwater  fishing _  43,  000 


Total _  111,900 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio:  2.4 

Local  Cooperation:  Contribute  in  cash  50 
percent  of  the  construction  costs  of  naviga¬ 
tion  and  fishing  facilities  excluding  naviga¬ 
tion  aids;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and 
rights-of-way  and  provide  areas  for  any  spoil 
containment  works;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damage  due  to  construction, 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project; 
regulate  the  use  and  growth  of  the  harbor; 
provide  and  maintain  adequate  berthing  area, 
mooring  facilities,  and  service  areas;  estab¬ 
lish  and  enforce  regulations  prohibiting  pol¬ 
lution  of  the  harbor;  and  bear  all  costs  of 
maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  of 
facilities,  parking  areas,  and  sanitary  facili¬ 
ties  for  recreational  fishing.  Local  Interests 
are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 
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Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  committee  has 
several  such  projects.  We  felt  that  they 
were  meritorious,  but,  as  is  our  practice, 
we  waited  for  approval  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  as  the  Senator  from  New 
York  said. 

I  am,  of  course,  delighted  to  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself  and  my  colleague  [Mr. 
Magnuson]!  send  an  amendment  to  the 
desk  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  4,  line  11,  insert  the  following: 
‘‘Snohomish  River  (Everett  Harbor)  Wash¬ 
ington  :  House  Document  Numbered  — , 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,108,000;”. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  pending  at  the  desk  involves 
a  project,  the  study  of  which  was  au¬ 
thorized  by  Committee  Resolution  64. 
Hearings  were  held  last  month  on  the 
Corps  of  Engineers’  proposal.  My  col¬ 
league,  Mr.  Magnuson,  and  I  requested 
that  no  further  action  be  taken  until 
a  minor  inconsistency  with  the  State’s 
recommendation  could  be  ironed  out. 
That  has  now  been  done  and  local,  State, 
and  Federal  recommendations  are  uni¬ 
form  and  favorable  to  the  project  as 
planned  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

It  has  Bureau  of  the  Budget  clear¬ 
ance,  in  addition. 

Mr.  President,  I  compliment  the  able 
and  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  for  his  very  fine  presentation  of 
S.  3710,  rivers  and  harbors  flood  control 
bill.  Legislation  of  this  kind  is  essential 
if  our  water  resources  are  to  be  developed 
properly. 

The  plan  of  improvement  provides  for 
the  raising  and  extension  of  the  existing 
training  dike,  and  construction  of  a 
planked  timber-pile  breakwater  on  the 
western  and  southern  sides  of  the  small- 
boat  basin.  A  very  high  benefit-cost  ratio 
of  4.8  is  forecast  for  the  project  on  an 
average  annual  basis. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  able 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  accepting  this  amendment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  is  correct.  The 
project,  of  course,  meets  the  criteria.  It 
had  previously  not  been  cleared  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  We  arranged,  as 
with  other  projects,  as  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
knows,  to  take  these  projects  when  they 
receive  the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
data  sheet  on  this  project. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  data 
sheet  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Snohomish  River  (Everett  Harbor),  Wash. 

Location:  Everett  Harbor  is  located  in 
western  Washington,  about  30  miles  north 
of  Seattle,  where  the  Snohomish  River  dis¬ 
charges  into  Puget  Sound. 

Authority:  Resolutions  of  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  Senate,  adopted  14  and  28 
April  1964,  respectively. 

Existing  Project:  The  existing  Federal  proj¬ 
ect  provides  for  a  training  dike  to  channel 
river  flows  through  the  harbor,  spurs  dikes, 
settling  basins  for  controlling  sediment  dep- 
ositon,  and  connecting  channels  of  vary¬ 
ing  depths  from  deep  water  in  Port  Gardner 
Bay  to  the  head  of  Steamboat  Slough. 

Navigation  Problem:  Storm  generated 
waves  pass  over  the  deteriorated  training 
dike  causing  turbulence  which  disrupts 
navigation,  menaces  log  raft  storage  areas  in 
the  harbor  and  damages  moored  vessels. 

Recommended  Plan  of  Improvement:  The 
plan  of  improvement  provides  for  the  raising 
and  extension  of  the  existing  training  dike, 
and  construction  of  a  planked  timber-pile 
breakwater  on  the  western  and  southern 
sides  of  the  small-boat  basin. 

Estimated  cost  (April  1967  price  base) 


Federal _ _ _ -  $1, 108,  000 

Non-Federal _  332,  000 

Total  _  1,440,000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

Federal  Non-  Total 


Federal 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  $44, 400  $13,300  $51,700 

Maintenance,  operation, 

and  rehabilitation _  20,400  0  20,400 

Maintenance  navigation 

aids _  700  0  700 

Total . 65,500  13,300  78,800 


Annual  benefits: 

General  navigation _ $195,  900 

Recreational  boating _  184,  900 


Total  _  380, 800 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio:  4.8. 

Local  Cooperation:  Provide  all  necessary 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  recommended  improvements; 
provide  and  maintain  all  necessary  terminal 
and  allied  faciliti.es;  accomplish  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  necessary  utility  or 
other  relocations  and  alterations;  establish 
regulations  prohibiting  pollution  of  the  har¬ 
bor  by  users  thereof;  contribute  in  cash  prior 
to  the  start  of  construction,  9.6  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  proposed  work  on  the  training 
dike,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at 
$85,000,  and  44.5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
boat  basin  breakwater,  an  amount  presently 
estimated  at  $246,000.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  comply  with  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Washintgon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  prepared  to  accept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  we 
had  17  days  of  hearings  on  the  bill  which 


is  presented  today  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  This  measure,  S.  3710, 
was  the  subject  of  detailed  and  extensive 
hearings.  Our  colleague  who  chairs  the 
Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control — Rivers 
and  Harbors,  and  who  conducted  those 
hearings  was  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  I  am  going  to 
ask  him  at  this  time  to  make  whatever 
statement  he  wishes  to  make  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  hearings  which  he 
conducted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  join  with  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Randolph],  in  bringing  to  the  floor 
for  consideration  the  omnibus  rivers  and 
harbors  bill  of  1968. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control- 
Rivers  and  Harbors,  of  which  I  have  the 
honor  to  be  chairman,  held  long  and 
searching  hearings  on  various  matters 
relating  to  water  resources  development. 
We  took  the  public  hearings  last  fall. 
Those  hearings  continued  until  May  of 
this  year.  Each  member  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  of  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  has  developed  the  voluminous  record 
compiled  by  the  subcommittee  on  this 
subject. 

We  heard  testimony  on  more  than  120 
projects  and  other  items  that  had  been 
favorably  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
the  Engineers  Corps  and  upon  which 
committee  consideration  was  requested 
by  Senators  or  by  constituents  of  various 
Senators. 

Approximately  250  witnesses  appeared 
before  the  subcommittee  and  presented 
details  on  various  projects  for  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  subcommittee. 

At  this  time  I  desire  to  thank  all  the 
members  of  the  subcommittee,  who,  even 
though  they  had  very  busy  schedules, 
devoted  a  great  deal  of  time  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  these  important  matters. 
Their  attendance  at,  and  participation 
in,  the  many  sessions  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  enabled  us  to  bring  this  legislation 
before  the  Senate  for  consideration. 

I  concur  in  the  recommendation  of 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  [Mr.  Randolph],  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  adopt  this  measure.  However,  I 
should  like  to  stress  the  importance  of 
this  legislative  proposal  to  the  economic 
well-being  of  the  Nation.  In  that  respect 
I  want  to  assure  my  colleagues  that  this 
bill  does  not  appropriate  1  cent  of  tax¬ 
payers’  money  at  this  time.  Therefore, 
passage  of  this  bill  today  will  not  affect 
the  present  fiscal  situation  of  the  United 
States.  However,  those  projects  which  are 
needed  for  prevention  of  floods,  develop¬ 
ment  of  navigation,  water  supplies  for 
our  cities  and  towns,  and  for  many, 
many  other  beneficial  water  resources 
purposes,  including  recreation,  will, 
when  the  Congress  approves  this  legis¬ 
lation,  be  placed  in  a  ready  position  to  be 
developed  as  rapidly  as  the  economic  and 
fiscal  situation  of  the  Nation  allows. 

I  would  like  to  invite  the  attention  of 
Senators  to  the  report  that  has  been  filed 
on  this  proposed  legislation.  It  contains 
a  full  explanation  of  each  and  every 
project  and  item  that  is  in  the  bill. 


S  8128 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


As  can  be  seen,  all  the  projects  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  were  favorably  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
clea'red  by  the  Federal  and  State  agen¬ 
cies,  including  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  carefully  considered  by  the  members 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control, 
Rivers  and  Harbors,  of  which  I  have  the 
honor  to  be  chairman.  This  report  com¬ 
pletely  supports  the  recommendation  of 
the  committee  that  the  bill,  S.  3710,  be 
passed  by  the  Senate.  I  wholeheartedly 
recommend  that  that  action  be  taken. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  heard  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  state  that  this  bill  does  not 
appropriate  any  moneys  of  any  charac¬ 
ter  whatsoever  for  the  financing  of  the 
projects  mentioned  in  the  bill.  That  is,  it 
is  an  authorization  bill.  The  moneys  to 
finance  the  projects  will  have  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  under  a  separate  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  After  full  con¬ 
sideration;  yes.  I  am  glad  the  senior 
Senator  from  Ohio  brought  that  matter 
up.  He  is  absolutely  correct  in  his  as¬ 
sumption. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  when  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  comes  before  the  Senate,  I 
assume  the  report  will  contain  the  proj¬ 
ects  recommended  and  appi’oved  by  the 
Budget. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  We  hope  and  be¬ 
lieve  that  that  will  be  the  case. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  the  report  accom¬ 
panying  this  authorization  bill,  there  is 
no  indication  of  what  the  administra¬ 
tion  has  recommended  for  authorization. 
Am  I  correct  in  that? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  The  Senator  is 
correct  in  his  assumption;  but  the  fact  is, 
that  the  administration  has  approved 
each  of  the  projects  set  forth  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  For  authorization? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Then  the  administra¬ 
tion,  through  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
will  indicate  what  projects  it  wants  fi¬ 
nanced  now,  in  this  period  of  fiscal 
stringency? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Yes;  if  any,  at 
the  present  time. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  observe  that  there  is 
included  in  the  authorizations  the  proj¬ 
ect  known  as  the  Licking  River  Basin 
project  of  Ohio.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  Licking  River 
Basin  is  the  one  in  which  the  Dillon  Dam 
is  located,  which  was  completed  but  has 
been  found  to  be  inadequate  to  control 
floods. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Yes.  The  Senator 
from  Ohio  is  correct  in  that  statement.  It 
is  completed  at  present,  but  it  is  inade¬ 
quate. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  at  this  point  in  the  debate  to  com¬ 
mend,  as  I  have  on  an  earlier  occasion 
during  our  discussion,  the  work  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  and, 
of  course,  to  include  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  members  of  our 
parent  committee  in  connection  with  the 
very  careful  consideration  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  legislation. 


The  Senator  from  Ohio  has  stated  that 
this  is  important  legislation.  It  is  very 
important  legislation.  Sometimes  what 
we  consider  to  be  very  important  legis¬ 
lation  is  perhaps  not  always  given  the 
attention  which  we  think  it  should  have 
by  those  who  report  to  the  American 
people  through  our  media  of  commu¬ 
nications,  but  that  is  a  matter,  of  course, 
of  disagreement. 

The  Members  of  this  body  well  know 
my  position  and  feelings  concerning  wa¬ 
ter  resource  developments. 

I  have  often  heard  it  said,  by  persons 
who  are  not  informed  on  the  subject, 
or  speak  strictly  for  the  benefit  of  seek¬ 
ing  headlines,  that  the  projects  we  are 
discussing  today  are  “pork  barrell.”  That 
they  represent  a  so-called  raid  on  the 
public  Treasury. 

I  resist  these  statements  and  accusa¬ 
tions.  I  feel  it  is  my  duty  and  obliga¬ 
tion  to  the  Members  of  this  body,  the 
Congress,  and  the  people  of  the  Nation 
who  send  us  here,  to  set  the  record 
straight. 

I  like  to  think  of  these  improvements 
as  an  investment  in  America;  as  money 
well  spent  for  the  protection  of  the  lives 
and  property  of  citizens  located  in  flood- 
ravaged  areas;  as  a  savings  to  the  con¬ 
sumer  of  goods  due  to  the  lowering  of 
shipping  costs  because  Congress  has  the 
wisdom  to  authorize  the  deepening  and 
widening  of  these  important  waterways; 
as  an  adjunct  to  the  water  supply  pro¬ 
gram,  to  assist  the  various  cities  and 
towns  in  obtaining  additional  supplies 
of  fresh  water  for  domestic  and  indus¬ 
trial  usfe.  The  supply  of  water  for  this 
purpose  is  needed  to  meet  the  demands 
of  our  growing  cities.  Yes,  it  could  be 
said  that  this  water  is  needed  for  sur¬ 
vival,  to  protect  and  insure  our  very 
existence  on  this  earth.  For  without  this 
precious  God-given  element,  which  we 
will  need  in  ever-increasing  abundance 
in  the  future,  man  stands  little  chance 
of  developing  and  improving  the  other 
necessities  of  life. 

It  has  been  said,  in  a  derogatory  man¬ 
ner,  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the 
Federal  agency  which  Congress  has  des¬ 
ignated  as  the  “architect,”  and  “con¬ 
tractor”  to  carry  out  these  public  pro¬ 
grams,  is  an  agency  rife  with  “opportu¬ 
nists”  seeking  to  perpetuate  their  own 
empire. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  my  colleagues 
here  today  that  I  know  of  no  organiza¬ 
tion  in  the  Federal  Establishment  for 
whom  I  have  a  higher  regard  than  the 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

“Opportunists,”  yes.  If  designing  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  most  efficient  manner  pos¬ 
sible;  finding  new  ways  to  develop  and 
improve  engineering  concepts,  and  main¬ 
taining  and  operating  the  many  civil  and 
military  projects  throughout  the  Nation; 
if  performing  these  many  useful  and 
needed  tasks  makes  them  opportunists, 
then  I  wholeheartedly  condone  the  use 
of  such  a  reference. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  publicly  commend  the  civilian  and 
military  employees  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers.  They  are  dedicated  public  servants 
and  deserving  of  our  thanks  and  praise 
for  their  many  accomplishments  in  the 
science  of  engineering. 
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Mr.  President,  if  I  may,  I  would  like 
to  dwell  for  a  moment  on  the  accom¬ 
plishments  of  the  civil  works  program  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  program  which  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  conducts  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  aimed  at  satisfaction  of  the  im¬ 
mediate  and  long-range  water  resources 
development  needs  of  the  Nation.  These 
needs  include  navigation,  beach  erosion 
control,  flood  control,  hydroelectric  pow¬ 
er,  water  supply,  water  quality,  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  conservation  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life.  The  current  total  estimated  cost  of 
the  program  is  about  $30  billion,  of  which 
about  $16  billion  has  been  expended.  The 
present  level  of  the  program  is  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $1.2  billion  a  year. 

Some  22,000  miles  of  waterways  have 
been  constructed  and  carry  approxi¬ 
mately  one-sixth  of  the  ton-mileage  of 
the  Nation’s  intercity  freight.  In  addition 
to  500  commercial  harbors,  250  small  boat 
harbors  have  been  provided  primarily  for 
recreational  use. 

More  than  300  reservoirs  provide  about 
112  million  acre-feet  of  storage  for  im¬ 
poundment  of  flood  waters.  Some  600 
local  protection  projects  include  approx¬ 
imately  10,000  miles  of  levees  and  flood- 
walls  and  8,000  miles  of  improved  chan¬ 
nel.  A  recent  study  showed  that  an  actual 
investment  of  $4.5  billion  had  already 
saved  $14.6  billion  in  floodTosses. 

Controlled  releases  of  impounded 
floodflows  meet  conservation  needs.  A  de¬ 
pendable  flow  of  more  than  3  billion  gal¬ 
lons  a  day  from  38  corps  reservoirs  sup¬ 
plements  water  supplies  for  more  than 
2  million  people  in  some  88  cities,  towns, 
and  rural  areas.  Much  more  water  sup¬ 
ply  storage  as  well  as  storage  for  water 
quality  control  will  be  available  in  reser¬ 
voirs  now  under  construction. 

Some  45  multiple-purpose  projects 
have  a  total  installed  hydropower  gen¬ 
erating  capacity  of  about  9.5  million  kilo¬ 
watts.  Total  ultimate  capacity  of  the  71 
projects  completed  or  under  construc¬ 
tion  will  be  nearly  21  million  kilowatts. 

The  4  million  acres  of  water  surface 
and  38,000  miles  of  shoreline  at  corps 
reservoirs  attracted  an  attendance  in 
excess  of  190  million  visitor-days  in  1966. 
At  least  a  similar  number  made  recrea¬ 
tional  use  of  waterways  and  harbors. 

The  latest  addition  to  the  list  of  corps 
projects  is  the  J.  Percy  Priest  Dam  and 
Reservoir  near  Nashville,  Tenn.,  which 
was  dedicated  by  the  President  a  few 
days  ago.  Because  of  it,  thousands  of 
acres  along  the  Cumberland  River  will 
now  be  free  from  floods,  the  power  re¬ 
sources  of  the  area  will  be  enhanced,  and 
recreational  facilities  will  attract  mil¬ 
lions  of  visitors  each  year. 

The  canalization  of  the  Ohio  River  of¬ 
fers  a  dramatic  illustration  of  the  con¬ 
tribution  of  waterway  development  to 
economic  and  industrial  growth.  When 
the  original  system  was  completed  in 
1922,  the  river  was  carrying  6  million 
tons  of  cargo  annually.  By  1929  traffic 
had  increased  to  24  million  tons.  Al¬ 
though  the  system  was  expected  to  meet 
foreseeable  requirements,  the  impetus 
given  to  commercial  and  industrial  ex¬ 
pansion  in  the  Ohio  Valley  was  so  great 
that  in  less  than  20  years  it  became  ap¬ 
parent  that  a  modernization  program 
would  be  necessary.  At  that  time  traffic 
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was  in  excess  of  34  million  tons,  and 
modem  tows  had  to  be  broken  up  in  order 
to  pass  through  each  of  the  46  locks. 

By  1955,  when  construction  was  started 
on  the  first  of  the  new  and  larger  re¬ 
placement  structures,  traffic  had  risen  to 
71  million  tons.  And  by  1963,  with  only 
three  of  the  17  proposed  new  locks  in 
operation,  annual  tonnage  had  increased 
to  more  than  88  million.  Of  even  great¬ 
er  significance,  however,  is  the  fact  that 
since  World  War  II,  more  than  $21  billion 
worth  of  new  industrial  development  has 
taken  place  in  the  counties  along  the 
Ohio  River  and  its  navigable  tributaries. ' 

A  success  story  of  similar  proportions 
has  emerged  in  the  Pacific  Northwest — 
the  great  region  which  Daniel  Webster 
once  referred  to  as  “this  vast  worthless 
area — this  region  of  savages  and  wild 
beasts,  of  deserts  of  shifting  sands  and 
whirlwinds  of  dust,  of  cactus  and  prai¬ 
rie  dogs.”  The  multipurpose  development 
of  the  Columbia  River  providing  abund¬ 
ant  cheap  electric  power  has,  within  the 
past  25  years,  transformed  much  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest  from  a  region  largely 
dependent  on  fanning,  mining,  lumber, 
and  fishing  into  a  major  center  for  the 
production  of  aluminum  and  aircraft. 

Thus  we  see  the  reciprocal  interaction 
between  new  technologies,  new  social  and 
economic  needs,  and  new  uses  for  stream 
development.  In  the  past,  our  national 
interest  in  water  resources  was  concen¬ 
trated  on  navigation,  irrigation,  win¬ 
ning  the  West,  and  lessening  the  impact 
of  natural  disasters.  Today,  our  concern 
is  widening  to  include  the  effort  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  greater  share  of  the  national 
growth  for  the  lesser  developed  regions, 
to  assure  the  protection  and  enhance¬ 
ment  of  the  quality  of  our  physical  en¬ 
vironment,  and  to  provide  opportunity 
for  our  citizens  to  enjoy  the  physical  and 
spiritual  enjoyment  of  the  natural  en¬ 
vironment. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  impressive 
accomplishments  and  I  am  proud  to  be 
chairman  of  a  committee  that  has  been 
instrumental  in  recommending  to  Con¬ 
gress  authorization  of  the  projects  and 
plans  that  have  made  this  outstanding 
record  possible. 

Mr.  President,  turning  to  the  legisla¬ 
tion  before  us,  I  will  briefly  describe  its 
various  provisions: 

Section  101  of  title  I  deals  with  the 
approval  of  19  navigation  projects  and 
one  beach  erosion  control  project  at  a 
total  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $570  mil¬ 
lion. 

Section  203  of  title  II  authorizes  the 
construction  of  38  flood  control,  hurri¬ 
cane,  and  multiple-purpose  projects  at  a 
total  estimated  cost  of  about  $1.1  bil¬ 
lion. 

Title  III  of  this  bill  authorizes  the  sum 
of  $469  million  to,  be  appropriated  for 
the  continuation  of  work  on  projects 
previously  approved  by  the  Congress. 
This,  I  believe  the  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  know  as  the  “river  basin  authoriza¬ 
tion  account.”  These  are  not  new  proj¬ 
ects,  but  projects  that  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  in  prior  Congresses  for  which 
full  authorization  was  not  provided  at 
the  time  of  authorization. 

The  total  authorization  contained  in 
these  titles  amounts  to  $2.1  billion. 


Other  items  contained  in  this  meas¬ 
ure,  which  I  will  briefly  describe  since 
all  are  fully  explained  in  the  report  ac¬ 
companying  the  bill,  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

Section  102  modifies  the  Fort  Pierce, 
Fla.,  beach  erosion  project  to  permit  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  construct  the  proj¬ 
ect  in  lieu  of  local  interests.  This  pro¬ 
cedure  results  in  no  increased  costs  to 
the  Federal  Government  and  is  agree¬ 
able  to  the  committee. 

Section  103  permits  the  town  of  Mar- 
met,  W.  Va.,  to  use  certain  land  previ¬ 
ously  conveyed  to  that  city  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  with  consideration,  for 
construction  of  a  firehouse.  The  language 
in  the  original  bill  allowed  the  land  to 
be  used  for  “park  and  municipal  pur¬ 
poses.”  Since  the  town  was  not  sure 
whether  “municipal  use”  could  be  inter¬ 
preted  as  permitting  construction  of  a 
firehouse,  it  has  requested  classification 
of  the  original  act. 

Section  104  authorizes  the  conveyance 
of  certain  land  at  locks  and  dams  Nos. 
16,  19,  20,  and  21  on  the  West  Virginia 
side  of  the  Ohio  River  to  be  conveyed 
to  the  State  of  West  Virginia  for  park 
purposes  at  50  percent  of  the  fair  market 
value,  at  such  time  as  the  land  becomes 
excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army. 

Section  105  is  a  similar  section  and 
conveys  surplus  land  to  the  city  of  Buf¬ 
falo,  N.Y.  However,  the  United  States 
retains  the  privilege  of  using  these 
underwater  lands  for  spoil  disposal  areas 
in  connection  with  authorized  dredging 
operations  in  the  area. 

Section  106  authorizes  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  make  a  comprehensive  in¬ 
vestigation  of  the  United  States  and 
Great  Lakes  shorelines  in  the  interest  of 
beach  erosion  control.  This  is  a  most 
rurgent  matter  since  our  coastal  shores 
and  beaches  are  receding  at  an  alarming 
rate. 

Section  107  relates  to  the  alteration  of 
obstruction  highway  bridges  along  the 
Illinois  Waterway.  These  bridges  must 
be  modified  before  the  waterway  can  be 
widened  to  its  authorized  dimensions. 

Section  108  deauthorizes  the  Steele 
Bayou  navigation  project  and  declares 
the  stream  to  be  rionnavigable  to  permit 
local  interests  to  develop  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  this  stream. 

Section  109  grants  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  additional  time  in  which  to  submit 
to  Congress  a  codification  of  all  existing 
river  and  harbor  laws. 

Section  110  authorizes  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  review  the  cost-sharing 
provisions  with  regard  to  the  Ouachita 
River  navigation  project  and  reports  his 
findings  to  Congress.  The  committee 
has  received  a  request  by  certain  inter¬ 
ests  in  Arkansas  to  modify  the  conditions 
of  local  cooperation  for  this  project  in 
view  of  their  financial  inability  to  meet 
the  authorized  requirements.  The  com¬ 
mittee  will  study  this  matter  more  fully 
at  such  time  as  it  receives  the  report  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Section  111  adopts  a  general  policy  re¬ 
lating  to  the  collection  and  removal  of 
drift  and  debris  for  the  Nation’s  fed¬ 
erally  authorized  harbors.  This  item  pro¬ 


vides  for  a  diversion  of  responsibility 
between  local  interests  and  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  committee  feels 
that  such  a  program  will  result  in  safer, 
cleaner,  and  more  attractive  harbors. 

Title  II  of  this  measure  concerns  it¬ 
self  with  flood  control  and  multiple- 
purpose  projects.  Section  203  authorizes 
38  projects  in  this  category  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1.1  billion. 

These  projects,  together  with  those 
approved  in  title  I,  are  located  in  33 
States  throughout  the  Nation. 

Section  204  authorizes  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S. 
Office  of  Education,  to  provide  school  fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  education  of  dependents 
engaged  in  the  construction  of  the  Dwor- 
shak  Dam  in  Idaho.  The  school  facilities 
in  the  Orofino,  Idaho,  Joint  School  Dis¬ 
trict  have  become  greatly  overtaxed  due 
to  the  influx  of  workers  connected  with 
this  project.  The  Office  of  Education  is 
without  funds  to  cope  with  the  situation; 
therefore,  the  committee  feels  that  the 
action  proposed  in  the  bill  is  more 
urgently  needed  and  justified. 

Section  205  and  206  provide  for  reau¬ 
thorization  and  the  Weber  River,  Utah 
and  Pecos  River,  Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  flood 
control  projects.  These  projects  were  au¬ 
tomatically  deauthorized  when  local  in¬ 
terests  failed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation.  These  communities 
are  in  need  of  flood  protection  and  feel 
they  can  now  meet  the  necessary  local 
cooperation  requirements. 

Section  207*  amends  the  Gila  River 
flood  control  project,  downstream  from 
Painted  Rock  Dam,  Ariz.  This  project  has 
been  inactive  due  to  the  inability  of  local 
interests  to  provide  the  necessary  lands 
for  the  channel  improvement.  However, 
good  quality  water  is  needed  for  trans- 
portation  to  Mexico  in  accordance  with 
our  1965  agreement  with  Mexico,  which 
guarantees  a  specified  amount  of  water  to 
be  made  available  to  our  good  neighbor 
nation,  south  of  the  border.  The  item  in 
the  bill  reduces  the  amount  of  local  coop¬ 
eration  required  of  interests  in  the  Gila 
River  Basin  by  the  amount  of  the  benefit 
received  from  the  transportation  of  water 
to  Mexico  to  meet  our  obligations  under 
the  terms  of  the  1965  international 
agreement. 

Section  208  will  permit  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  acquire  land  for  resettle¬ 
ment  purposes  in  connection  with  Fed¬ 
eral  flood  control  and  multiple-purpose 
projects  when  the  affected  State  is  un¬ 
able  to  obtain  such  land  on  its  own  ini¬ 
tiative.  The  Federal  Government  will  act 
only  as  an  agent  to  the  State  and  only  at 
its  request  and  entirely  at  State  expense, 
with  no  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Section  209  exempts  the  power  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
which  is  funded  entirely  out  of  non- 
appropriated  revenues,  from  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  recently  enacted  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 
Since  TVA  finances  its  own  power  pro¬ 
gram  out  of  the  sale  of  revenue  bonds 
and  notes,  the  committee  feels  it  is  in¬ 
appropriate  to  subject  that  agency  to  the 
restrictions  of  that  act. 

Title  IH  provides  for  an  increase  in 
monetary  authorization  to  provide  for 
.  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  prosecute 
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various  flood  control  and  multiple-pur¬ 
pose  projects  previously  approved  by  the 
Congress.  The  committee  has  limited  the 
amount  of  authorization  to  be  made 
available  by  this  title  to  $469  million  to 
cover  projects  which  are  currently 
scheduled  to  be  prosecuted  during  calen¬ 
dar  year  1969.  Inasmuch  as  only  1  year’s 
authorization  is  being  made  available 
at  this  time,  consideration  will  be  given 
during  the  first  session  of  the  91st  Con¬ 
gress  to  further  increases  for  the  ap¬ 
proved  comprehensive  river  basin  plans. 

That,  Mr.  President,  is  a  brief  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  bill.  Complete  details  are  of 
course  available  in  the  committee  report. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing  I  would  like 
to  extend  my  thanks  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood 
Control  Rivers  and  Harbors.  Senator 
Young  of  Ohio,  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee,  my  good 
friend  and  colleague  from  Kentucky, 
Senator  Cooper,  as  well  as  all  the  other 
members  of  our  fine  committee  and  the 
staff  who  have  worked  long  and  diligently 
to  bring  this  legislation  to  the  floor. 

I  also  want  to  thank  Gen.  Charles 
Noble,  the  Director  of  Civil  Works  and 
his  assistants,  both  military  and  civilian, 
for  the  long  hours  they  spent  in  prepar¬ 
ing  and  presenting  the  details  on  the 
various  projects  considered  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  In  particular,  I  would  like  to  men¬ 
tion  that  Mr.  John  Anderson  and  Mr. 
Marine  Garrison  of  the  Office,  Chief  of 
Engineers  were  of  invaluable  assistance 
to  the  committee  during  the  considera¬ 
tion  and  preparation  of  the  omnibus 
rivers  and  harbors  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  join  my  colleagues  on 
the  committee  in  recommending  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  important  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  pointed  out  in  the 
Senate  yesterday,  during  my  presenta¬ 
tion  to  the  Senate  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1968,  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  is 
unavoidably  absent  from  the  Senate  at 
this  time.  Senator  Cooper  is  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Flood  Control,  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
and  of  the  full  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  He  is  attentive  to  all  the 
matters  that  come  before  the  committee, 
and  his  experience  and  insight  is  always 
helpful.  His  knowledge  of  both  the  high¬ 
way  and  the  civil  works  programs  is  deep 
and  broad,  and  we  miss  him. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  a  statement  by  Senator 
Cooper  be  included  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Statement  by  Senator  Cooper  on  S.  3710 — 
Public  Works  Authorizations,  1968 

The  hill  before  the  Senate,  known  gen¬ 
erally  as  the  omnibus  Rivers  and  Harbors- 
Flood  Control  or  biennial  public  works 
authorization  bill,  authorizes  a  number  of 
rivers  and  harbors  navigation  and  flood 
control  projects,  and  would  also  extend  the 
authorization  for  the  river  basin  plans.  In 
effect,  it  makes  eligible  for  appropriations 
for  planning,  and  later  for  the  initiation  of 
construction,  these  projects  which  have  been 
developed  by  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  and  which, 
after  local  hearings,  have  been  approved  by 
the  States,  by  the  Board  of  Engineers  for 
Rivers  and  Harbors,  by  all  affected  Federal 


agencies,  and  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control- 
Rivers  and  Harbors,  on  which  I  serve,  held 
more  than  twelve  days  of  hearings  on  these 
projects.  While  I  could  not  hear  all  the  testi¬ 
mony,  because  of  meetings  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  and  other  Committees  on  which  I 
also  serve,  I  did  review  the  facts  on  all  the 
projects  included  in  the  Committee  bUl  be¬ 
fore  it  was  approved  by  our  Committees.  I 
determined,  also,  that  all  the  projects  had 
been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
and  that  submission  to  the  Congress  of  the 
reports  on  these  projects  had  been  approved 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Two  of  the  projects  which  would  be  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  bill  are  located  in  Kentucky. 
The  first  is  the  local  flood  protection  project 
for  Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  which 
appears  on  page  24  of  the  Senate  bill  and  is 
described  on  page  103  of  the  Committee  re¬ 
port.  The  Louisville  and  Jefferson  County 
River  Port  Authority  has  given  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  Appropriations  subcommittees  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House,  as  well  as  the 
Public  Works  Committees,  and  I  know  that 
the  project  is  needed  and  would  be  helpful. 

Second,  I  support  and  strongly  urge  the 
authorization  of  Devils  Jump  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir  on  the  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland 
River.  The  project  is  on  page  25  of  the  bills 
and  is  described  on  page  57  of  the  Committee 
report.  The  site  of  Devils  Jump  Dam  is  in 
McCreary  County,  Kentucky  about  48  miles 
above  the  confluence  of  the  Big  South  Fork 
and  the  Cumberland  Rivers  at  Burnside, 
Kentucky.  The  main  area  of  the  reservoir 
would  be  situation  in  Tennessee,  but  part  is 
in  Kentucky.  I  will  not  present  at  this  time 
details  of  the  project,  for  which  I  have 
worked  for  years,  and  which  is  strongly 
supported  by  officials,  organizations,  and 
hundreds  of  citizens  in  the  area. 

I  do  point  out,  however,  that  the  Devils 
Jump  project  was  approved  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  by  every  interested  agency  of 
the  Federal  Government  after  thorough 
study.  It  has  been  approved  by  three  Admin¬ 
istrations — those  of  President  Eisenhower, 
President  Kennedy  and  President  Johnson. 
It  has  the  approval  of  the  States  of  Ken¬ 
tucky  and  Tennessee.  And,  it  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  on  four  previous  occasions  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  the 
Senate  itself — in  the  Public  Works  authori¬ 
zation  bills  of  1962,  1963,  1965  and  1966. 

I  have  lived  in  this  area  all  my  life,  as  has 
my  family  for  170  years.  I  know  the  people. 
I  am  interested  in  them — and  I  know  that 
this  project  would  be  of  great  help. 

I  am  glad  that  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works  has  again  approved  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  Devils  Jump  Dam  and  Reservoir 
project,  and  I  hope  very  much  that  this  year 
it  will  be  approved  also  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  and  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that  it 
be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  pro¬ 
poses  an  amendment,  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  colon  on  line  24,  page 
25,  down  through  line  8  on  page  26’  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “Provided, 
That,  with  respect  to  that  portion  of  the 
project  above  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  approved  in 
accordance  with  House  Document  Numbered 
199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  in  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-298), 
there  shall  be  mutual  agreement  between 
the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota  on  a 
flood  control  plan  and  a  plan  for  mitigation 
of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  respect  to 
said  portion  within  three  months  following 
completion  of  the  reservoir  study  for  the 


upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  and  the 
Rock  River  now  underway  and  receipt  of 
copies  of  said  report  by  the  Governors  of  the 
States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota;  and  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  is  said  mutual  agreement 
is  not  reached  within  said  time,  approval  of 
said  flood  control  plan  and  plan  for  mitiga¬ 
tion  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  shall  be  made 
by  a  committee  consisting  of  one  representa¬ 
tive  each  appointed  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture.” 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  pro¬ 
viso  in  the  bill  which  would  be  replaced 
by  the  language  in  my  amendment  would, 
in  effect,  require  the  State  of  Iowa  to 
agree  to  a  flood  control  plan  from  Sioux 
City  to  Akron,  Iowa — a  stretch  of  some 
35  miles — within  1  year,  or  my-  home¬ 
town  of  Sioux  City  will  suffer  the  loss  of 
the  5.5-mile  flood  control  project  relating 
to  the  stretch  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  from 
its  mouth  to  the  northern  limits  of  Sioux 
City. 

This  5.5-mile  flood  control  project  is 
urgently  needed  to  prevent  flood  damages 
of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars, 
suffered  as  recently  as  1959,  1964,  and 
1965,  and  to  the  extent  of  $2.3  million 
in  1960. 

I  might  point  out  that  in  1965,  one  of 
the  interstate  bridges  between  Sioux  City 
and  South  Dakota  was  destroyed  by  a 
flood.  The  project  now  in  the  bill  would 
prevent  a  repetition  of  that  catastrophe. 

I  point  out,  furthermore,  that  this 
project  is  approved  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  and  is  in  the  budget. 

Under  the  1965  act,  the  35-mile  project 
will  not  move  forward  until  there  has 
been  mutual  agreement  by  the  States  of 
Iowa  and  South  Dakota  with  respect  to 
the  flood  control  plan  for  this  area  and 
a  plan  for  mitigation  of  damage  to  fish 
and  wildlife.  The  position  of  the  Gover¬ 
nor  of  my  State  is  that  a  flood  control 
plan  which  the  State  of  South  Dakota 
favors  is  not  acceptable:  further,  that  it 
would  be  premature  to  reach  an  agree¬ 
ment  until  after  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
completes  its  ongoing  study  of  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  a  system  of  reservoirs  on  the 
upper  reaches  of  the  Bix  Sioux  River 
and  the  Rock  River — a  major  tributary  in 
my  State — which  study  was  requested  by 
a  1963  resolution  of  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee.  The  target  date  for 
completion  of  the  study  is  May  1969,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  division  engineer.  The 
Governor  of  Iowa  believes  that  the  reser¬ 
voir  approach  could  reduce  the  cost  of 
channelization  for  flood  control  on  the 
Sioux  City  to  Akron  stretch  of  the  river 
and,  by  holding  back  much  of  the  water, 
would  permit  flood  control  to  be  attained 
without  undue  damage  to  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  in  this  stretch  of  the  river. 

I  might  point  out  that  the  Governor 
of  Iowa  has  sent  a  telegram  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  advising  that  the  Iowa 
Conservation  Commission  continues  to 
be  willing  to  meet  with  South  Dakota 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  at  any  time 
and  any  place,  to  consider  any  new  pro¬ 
posals  devised  to  solve  this  problem.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  his  telegram 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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Senator  Jennings  Randolph, 

Chairman,  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 
New  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington, 
D.C.: 

Regarding  the  Big  Sioux  River  Iowa  and 
South  Dakota  Project  recommended  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  Omnibus  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Bill  of  1968  now  being  drafted  by  the  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee,  I  want  to  reiterate 
my  support  for  funding  of  the  5.5-mile  seg¬ 
ment  running  through  the  City  of  Sioux 
City,  Iowa,  and  my  opposition  to  any  further 
channelization  of  the  upper  reaches  of  the 
Big  Sioux  River  from  Sioux  City  to  Akron 
until  mutual  agreement  can  be  reached  be¬ 
tween  South  Dakota,  Iowa  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  on  containing  the  flood  problem 
in  that  area.  The  Iowa  Conservation  Com¬ 
mission  continues  to  be  willing  to  meet  with 
South  Dakota  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  at 
any  time  in  any  place  to  consider  any  new 
proposals  devised  to  solve  this  problem. 

Harold  E.  Hughes, 

Governor  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  also  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  printed 
in  the  Record  designated  portions  of  a 
plan  of  survey  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
dated  August  1965,  covering  the  program 
for  the  reservoir  study  now  underway. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  plan  of  survey  was  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Plan  op  Survey:  Upper  Big  Sioux  River  and 

Tributaries,  South  Dakota,  Iowa,  and 

Minnesota 

(By  the  U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Omaha, 

Corps  of  Engineers,  Omaha,  Nebr., 

August  1965) 

1.  Authority:  Authority  for  the  report  and 
investigation  is  contained  in  resolutions 
adopted  1  August  1963  and  8  May  1964,  by 
the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
United  States  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  respectively.  The  Senate  Resolu¬ 
tion  was  adopted  at  the  requests  of  South 
Dakota  Senators  Karl  Mundt  and  George  Mc¬ 
Govern;  the  House  Resolution  at  the  request 
of  Representatives  Ben  Reifel,  South  Dakota, 
and  Charles  B.  Hoeven,  Iowa. 

2.  Existing  Conditions:  No  coordinated  at¬ 
tempt  has  been  made  to  develop  the  land  and 
water  resources  of  the  upper  Big  Sioux  River 
Basin.  There  are  no  Federal  irrigation,  navi¬ 
gation,  or  recreational  developments.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  has  completed  local  flood 
protection  projects  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  at 
Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota,  and  on  Dry  Creek 
at  Hawarden,  Iowa.  It  has  developed  a  po¬ 
tential  Section  205  local  protection  project 
for  Trent,  South  Dakota,  and  has  recom¬ 
mended  improvement  of  the  existing  channel 
of  the  Big  Sioux  River  from  the  mouth  to  two 
miles  above  Akron  for  flood  control.  The  Soil 
Conservation  Service  has  installed  several 
small  flood-detention  basins  throughout  the 
uplands  of  the  basin  downstream  from  Sioux 
Falls  as  a  part  of  its  watershed  treatment 
program.  It  has  plans  for  similar  installa¬ 
tions  in  several  other  subwatersheds  of  the 
basin.  A  number  of  the  larger  lakes  in  the 
upper  basin,  notably  Lakes  Kampeska,  Peli¬ 
can,  Poinsett,  Hendricks,  Preston,  Norden, 
Thompson,  Campbell,  Herman,  Madison  and 
Brandt,  have  been  extensively  developed  for 
recreation  and  have  important  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  values.  The  South  Dakota  Department  of 
Game,  Fish  and  Parks  has  constructed  small 
impoundments  on  the  lower  reaches  of  Split 
Rock  and  Nine  Mile  Creeks  for  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  purposes.  It  also  has  con¬ 
structed  facilities  for  diverting  Big  Sioux 
River  water  into  Lakes  Kampeska,  Pelican, 
and  Poinsett,  in  an  effort  to  maintain  high 
water  surface  levels  in  these  lakes. 

3.  Relatively  small  portions  of  Watertown, 
Flandreau,  Trent,  Dell  Rapids,  Renner, 
Sioux  Falls,  North  Sioux  City,  all  in  South 


Dakota,  and  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  are  subject  to 
occasional  shallow  flooding  from  the  Big 
Sioux  River.  Nuisance  flooding  has  occurred 
in  Madison,  South  Dakota,  on  two  occasions 
from  occurrence  of  extreme  floods  on  North 
Creek.  The  park  area  at  Luverne,  Minnesota, 
and  a  small  residential  area  on  the  edge  of 
Rock  Valley,  Iowa,  are  subject  to  flooding 
from  large  floods  in  the  Rock  River. 

4.  Practically  all  of  the  bottom  lands  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  Big  Sioux  River  and  its  tribu¬ 
taries  are  subject  to  frequent  flooding.  Areas 
inundated  and  total  damages  sustained 
throughout  the  basin  as  a  result  of  occur¬ 
rences  of  recent  floods  are  approximately 
as  follows: 


Flood  Total  flood  Total  flood 

area  (acres)  damages 


March-April  1951 .  73,400  $2,225  000 

March-April  1952  _  99.000  4,500,000 

June  1953 . 29,200  967,000 

June  1954 _  34,700  1,193,000 

June  1957_ . 62,000  4,000,000 

June  1959 . 5,600  228,000 

March-April  1960 _ _  85,700  2,307,000 

April  1964 . 38,800  553,000 


5.  Stream  bank  erosion  is  not  severe  and, 
generally,  is  active  only  during  flood  periods. 
There  is  little  evidence  of  gully  erosion  ex¬ 
cept  in  the  loess-covered  area  in  the  lower 
extremities  of  the  basin,  and  sheet  erosion 
generally  does  not  appear  to  be  severe.  An¬ 
nual  rainfall  throughout  the  basin  is  gen¬ 
erally  sufficient  for  successful  agriculture, 
hence  irrigation  is  not  practiced  to  any  large 
extent  and  there  is  no  apparent  demand  for 
it.  However,  pump  irrigation  from  wells  is 
resorted  to  in  some  areas  to  supply  supple¬ 
mental  water  to  croplands  during  prolonged 
dry  spells. 

6.  The  city  of  Watertown  uses  Lake  Kam¬ 
peska  water  to  supplement  well  sources  of 
water  supply.  The  Pathfinder  Atomic  Power 
Plant  uses  Big  Sioux  water  for  a  portion  of 
its  supply.  All  other  urban  water  supplies  are 
obtained  from  an  underground  aquifer  which 
exists  throughout  most  of  the  basin.  This 
aquifer  is  capable  of  supplying  adequate 
amounts  of  satisfactory  water  to  smaller 
communities  for  the  present  and  foreseeable 
future.  However,  the  cities  of  Sioux  Falls, 
Canton,  Beresford,  Dell  Rapids,  and  Lake 
Preston  have,  or  may  soon  have,  water  quan¬ 
tity  problems.  The  water  supplies  of  22  urban 
areas  contain  excessive  amounts  of  mineral 
salts,  and  are  in  need  of  supplemental  water 
for  dilution. 

7.  State  Health  Departments  have,  for  a 
number  of  years,  actively  prosecuted  a  pro¬ 
gram  for  treatment  of  sewage  and  most 
urban  areas  are  presently  served  by  waste- 
water  treatment  plants.  Only  one  town  pres¬ 
ently  discharges  raw,  untreated  sewage  to  the 
Big  Sioux  River.  Discharge  of  sewage  effluent 
from  the  treatment  plants  creates  pollution 
problems  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  and  its 
tributaries  during  critical  low  flow  periods, 
during  which  additional  water  for  dilution 
would  be  desirable.  The  pollution  problem  is 
most  severe  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  down¬ 
stream  from  Sioux  Falls. 

8.  Sedimentation  is  not  generally  severe 
throughout  the  basin.  However,  it  appears 
that  diversion  of  Big  Sioux  River  floodwater 
into  several  lakes  in  the  upper  basin  has 
created  problems  of  this  nature,  especially 
in  Lakes  Kempeska  and  Pelican,  near  Water- 
town.  Water  shortages  plague  most  of  the 
lakes  throughout  the  basin  during  late  sum¬ 
mer  months  of  dry  years. 

9.  Desires  of  Local  Interests:  Local  in¬ 
terests  desire  development  of  multiple-pur¬ 
pose  storage  reservoirs  on  the  Big  Sioux 
River  and  the  tributaries  for  control  of  floods, 
with  conservation  storage  for  recreation,  fish, 
wildlife,  urban  water  supply,  irrigation,  re¬ 
plenishment  of  underground  water,  regula¬ 
tion  of  stream  flow,  pollution  and  water 


quality  control,  erosion  and  sediment  control, 
and  other  purposes.  They  particularly  desire 
development  of  projects  of  this  type  in  the 
Klondike  to  Hudson  reach  of  the  Big  Sioux 
River,  in  the  lower  Rock  River  Basin,  and 
on  Skunk  Creek  west  of  Sioux  Falls.  Local 
interests  also  desire  studies  of  the  sedimen¬ 
tation,  water  supply,  recreation,  fish  and 
wildlife  and  water  quality  problems  of  the 
lakes  in  the  basin,  and  development  of  prac¬ 
ticable  and  feasible  measures  for  control. 
Local  interests  are  strongly  opposed  to  any 
extensive  channel  straightening  or  clearance 
of  wooded  areas  which  would  result  in  loss 
to  local  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  rec¬ 
reation  values. 

10.  Objectives  of  the  Investigation:  The 
immediate  needs  of  the  basin  are  control 
of  the  flood  problems,  provision  of  supple¬ 
mental  water  supply  for  Sioux  Falls,  control 
of  water  supply  and  sediment  problems  of 
the  lakes  in  the  basin,  and  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  local  fish  and  wildlife  and 
water-centered  recreational  facilities.  Long 
range  needs  include  surface  runoff  and 
erosion  control  and  land  treatment  in  the 
upland  areas,  replenishment  of  underground 
water,  and  storage  of  excess  surface  waters 
for  possible  irrigation,  urban,  industrial  and 
other  uses.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
the  South  Dakota  State  University  are  mak¬ 
ing  a  cooperative  investigation  of  irrigation 
and  related  water  development  potentials  in 
the  basin.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  is 
investigating  the  needs  for  soil  erosion  pre¬ 
vention,  and  runoff  and  water-flow  retarda¬ 
tion  in  upland  areas.  Fish  and  Wildlife  and 
National  Park  Services,  Outdoor  Recreation, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Depart¬ 
ments  are  studying  the  recreational,  fish  and 
wildlife,  water  supply,  and  pollution  control 
measures  needed. 

11.  The  Corps  of  Engineers’  investigation 
of  the  upper  Big  Sioux  River  Basin  will  be 
directed  primarily  toward  evaluating  flood 
problems  and  development  of  measures  for 
control,  preferably  by  means  of  multiple- 
purpose  reservoirs  with  conservation  storage 
for  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  other 
purposes  as  listed  above.  Consideration  will 
also  be  given  to  development  of  feasible 
measures  for  control  of  water  supply  and 
sediment  problems  of  the  basin  lakes. 

12.  Data  Available:  The  following  data 
are  available  for  use  in  making  this  study. 

a.  Maps  and  Survey  Data:  Army  Map 
Service  maps,  with  50-foot  contours,  cover¬ 
ing  the  entire  Big  Sioux  River  Basin;  United 
States  Geological  Survey  topography  maps 
covering  dam  site  and  reservoir  areas  in  the 
lower  part  of  the  Skunk  Creek  basin,  the  Big 
Sioux  River  from  Sioux  Falls  to  below  Can¬ 
ton,  and  portions  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  up¬ 
stream  of  Flandreau  to  near  Brookings; 
aerial  photomaps  covering  the  Big  Sioux 
River  from  the  mouth  to  above  Watertown, 
and  the  Rock  River  from  the  mouth  to  above 
Luverne;  and  numerous  Big  Sioux  River 
valley  and  channel  cross  sections,  bridge 
profiles,  and  bank-line  profiles  surveyed  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  South  Dakota 
State  Engineer  for  preparation  of  prior 
reports. 

b.  Hydrology:  Basic  hydrologic  meteor  - 
ologic,  and  stream  flow  data  compiled  by  the 
Corps  and  other  agencies  for  preparation  of 
recent  comprehensive  survey  reports  on  flood 
control  for  the  Big  Sioux  River  Basin,  and 
related  analysis  based  thereon. 

c.  Geology:  The  following  reports  per¬ 
tinent  to  the  geology  and  ground-water  con¬ 
ditions  throughout  the  upper  basin. 

(1)  Published  ground-water  studies  in 
Big  Sioux  River  Basin  in  South  Daokta: 

Lee,  K.  Y.,  1957,  Geology  and  shallow 
ground-water  resources  of  the  Brookings 
area,  Brookings  County,  South  Dakota: 
South  Dakota  State  Geological  Survey  Rept. 
Inv.  84. 
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Lee,  K.  Y„  and  Powell,  J.  E„  Geology  and 
ground  water  resources  of  glacial  deposits  in 
the  Plandreau  area:  South.  Dakota  State 
Geological  Survey  R©pt.  Inv.  87. 

Rothrock,  E.  P.,  and  Otton,  E.  G.,  1947, 
Ground-water  resources  of  the  Sioux  Palls 
area:  South  Dakota  State  Geological  Survey 
Rept.  Inv.  56. 

Steece,  P.  V.,  1958,  Geology  and  shallow 
ground-water  resources  of  the  Watertown- 
Eastalline  area.  South  Dakota:  South  Dakota 
State  Geological  Survey  Rept.  Inv.  85. 

(2)  Reports  submitted  for  final  review:  El¬ 
lis,  M.  J„  and  Adolphson,  D.  G„  The  Skunk 
Creek-Lake  Madison  Drainage  Basin,  South 
Dakota,  a  hydrogeologic  investigation  of  the 
glacial  drift:  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Hydro- 
logic  Atlas. 

Adolphson,  D.  G.,  and  Ellis,  M.  J„  Basic  hy¬ 
drogeologic  data,  Skunk  Creek-Lake  Madison 
Drainage  Basin,  South  Dakota :  South  Dakota 
State  Geological  Survey  and  South  Dakota 
State  Water  Resources  Commission.  Water 
Resources  Report  3. 

(3)  Project  in  progress  (first  of  three 
years)  :  Big  Sioux  River  Drainage  Basin  from 
near  Brookings  ( gaging  station  at  NW-  !4  NE- 
%,  sec.  8,  T  108N.,  R.  49N.)  to  the  falls  of  the 
Big  Sioux  at  Sioux  Palls,  South  Dakota. 

(4)  Recent  Study:  Loren  R.  Rukstad  and 
Lyn  S.  Hedges,  Ground- Water  Supply  for  the 
city  of  Watertown.  Special  Report  28,  1964. 

(5)  A  hydrographic  map  of  Lake  Kam- 
peska,  dated  1952. 

d.  Flood  damages:  A  history  of  past  flood 
occurrences  in  the  basin  together  with  per¬ 
tinent  flood  and  damage  data  and  inundated 
area  maps,  prepared  for  prior  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  reports  on  the  basin.  Similar  data  for 
subsequent  floods  are  available  in  various 
post-flood  reports. 

13.  Economic  Studies:  An  economic  base 
study  will  be  made  to  determine  the  poten¬ 
tial  growth  pattern  of  the  upper  Big  Sioux 
River  Basin.  The  Basin  is  predominantly  an 
agricultural  area.  Crop  production  and  stock 
raising  are  the  principal  occupations  of  the 
basin,  with  the  towns  serving  primarily  as 
marketing  and  distribution  centers.  In  the 
absence  of  any  known  deposits  of  coal,  oil, 
or  metallic  minerals  of  commercial  impor¬ 
tance  for  support  of  other  industries,  it  ap¬ 
pears  the  upper  Big  Sioux  River  Basin  will 
follow  the  general  growth  and  economic  pat¬ 
tern  forecast  for  the  Middle  West  Plains  Area; 
that  is,  farms  will  become  larger  and  rural 
population  will  decrease  with  a  correspond¬ 
ing  increase  in  the  urban  population.  Studies 
will  be  required  to  appraise  potential  modi¬ 
fication  in  current  farm  practices  and  the 
effects  technology  may  have  on  potential 
future  land  returns. 

14.  Provision  of  flood  control  could  have 
a  marked  effect  on  the  economy  of  both 
rural  and  urban  flood  areas — in  the  former 
by  stabilizing  and,  in  some  cases,  increasing 
the  net  returns  for  crop  and  pasture  lands 
subject  to  frequent  flooding,  and  in  the  lat¬ 
ter  by  permitting  further  improvement  and 
beautification  of  these  areas,  even  though 
these  are  generally  of  small  areal  extent  and 
not  well  developed. 

15.  A  small  privately  owned  hydroelectric 
plant  located  at  Sioux  Palls  is  operated  in 
conjunction  with  large  thermal  electric  gen¬ 
erating  plants.  Conditions  are  not  favorable 
for  development  of  any  large  amounts  of 
firm  hydroelectric  power  in  the  basin.  This 
condition  is  not  considered  detrimental  to 
future  economic  development  of  the  basin 
because  the  current  power  supply  is  con¬ 
sidered  adequate  for  the  foreseeable  power 
needs  of  the  basin. 

16.  On  the  basis  of  available  data  and 
information  it  appears  the  distribution  and 
quantity  of  ground  water  available  can  meet 
the  future  water  needs  of  the  greater  por¬ 
tion  of  the  basin,  providing  irrigation  is 
not  unduly  expanded.  In  the  event  irriga¬ 
tion  becomes  a  widespread  practice,  addi¬ 


tional  water  for  this  purpose  would  have 
to  be  obtained  from  surface  supplies  or  by 
recharging  the  underground  supplies.  The 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  currently  investi¬ 
gating  these  potential  sources  of  water  sup¬ 
ply- 

17.  Most  urban  areas  throughout  the 
basin  are  presently  served  by  waste  water 
treatment  plants.  However,  effluent  dis¬ 
charge  from  these  plants  during  periods  of 
low  flow  in  the  late  summer  has  created 
pollution  problems  in  certain  areas.  The 
South  Dakota  Health  and  Pish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Departments  desire  that  potential  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  reservoir  projects  provide  for 
adequate  base  flows  to  correct  these  condi¬ 
tions  and  to  conserve  and  improve  local  fish 
and  wildlife  values  along  the  basin  streams. 

18.  The  lakes  in  the  basin  attract  numer¬ 
ous  tourists.  Considerable  suburban  devel¬ 
opments  exist  along  the  shore  of  Lake  Kam- 
peska  and  several  of  the  other  larger  lakes. 
Lake  Kampeska  is  also  an  important  source 
of  water  supply  to  Watertown.  Looal  in¬ 
terests  are  anxious  to  maintain  the  lake  wa¬ 
ter  surfaces  at  the  highest  practicable  level 
and  to  eliminate  the  sediment  and  pollution 
problems.  In  the  hope  of  attracting  addi¬ 
tional  tourist  trade  and  to  conserve  and 
enhance  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
facilities  in  other  parts  of  the  basin,  local 
interests  desire  that  all  potential  reservoir 
projects  include  permanent  pools  for  these 
purposes.  Studies  will  be  made  to  evaluate 
possible  benefits  that  could  be  provided 
from  developments  which  would  satisfy  their 
desires. 

19.  Engineering  Studies:  Consideration  will 
be  given  to  the  possibility  of  providing  con¬ 
trol  of  basin  flood  and  related  problems  of 
water  and  land  resource  development  by  the 
following  methods:  multiple-purpose  and 
single-purpose  storage  reservoirs — both  with 
and  without  downstream  channel  improve¬ 
ments  and  levees;  channel  improvements 
with  and  without  levees;  and  bank  stabiliza¬ 
tion  measures.  In  accordance  with  the  de¬ 
sires  of  local  interests,  channel  straightening 
and  clearance  of  wooded  areas  will  be 
avoided,  insofar  as  practicable,  in  order  to 
minimize  damage  to  existing  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  habitat. 

20.  Field  and  office  studies  will  be  made  to 
determine  the  nature  and  extent  of  local 
problems  and  of  problems  affecting  the  en¬ 
tire  basin,  and  to  develop  feasible  improve¬ 
ments  for  providing  control.  Preliminary 
project  designs  and  estimates  of  costs  and 
benefits  will  then  be  prepared  from  readily 
available  data  for  each  project.  Projects  ob¬ 
viously  lacking  economic  feasibility  will  be 
eliminated  from  further  study.  Those  having 
a  more  favorable  benefit-cost  ratio  will  be 
discussed  with  local  interests  to  determine  if 
they  would  be  willing  and  able  to  furnish  the 
required  cooperation.  Projects  lacking  local 
support  will  be  eliminated  from  further  con¬ 
sideration.  The  remaining  projects  will  be 
studied  in  further  detail  in  accordance  with 
established  survey  standards  and  procedures. 

21.  If  feasible,  all  urban  local  protection 
works  will  be  designed  to  provide  SPF  pro¬ 
tection.  Reservoir  projects  located  closely  up¬ 
stream  of  urban  areas  will  be  designed  to 
control  the  standard  project  flood.  In  more 
remote  rural  areas,  lesser  design  floods  would 
be  adopted. 

22.  Cost  analyses  will  be  based  upon  re¬ 
cent  bid  prices  received  by  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  for  comparable  work  in  nearby  areas. 

23.  Field  studies  will  be  required  to  obtain 
data  and  information  on  developments  in  the 
urban  and  rural  areas.  Field  studies  will  also 
be  required  to  obtain  basic  stream  data  for 
hydraulic  computations,  and  to  obtain  data 
on  soils  and  subsurface  foundation  condi¬ 
tions.  Because  of  the  limited  topographic 
maps  available,  topographic  and  other  sur¬ 
veys  will  be  required  for  most  of  the  project 
sites.  Economic  and  design  studies  will  also 
be  required. 
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24.  Constraints  and  Controls:  In  view  of 
the  great  areal  extent  of  the  control  that 
would  be  effected  on  stream  flow  conditions 
throughout  the  basin  by  development  of  a 
system  of  large-scale  storage  reservoirs,  all 
problems  and  potential  benefits  will  be  an¬ 
alyzed  on  a  cumulative  as  well  as  on  an 
individual  basis. 

25.  The  scale  of  potential  reservoir  devel¬ 
opment  is  sharply  limited  in  all  instances  by 
the  height  of  dam-site  abutments,  presence 
of  economic  improvements  within  the  reser¬ 
voir  areas,  and  the  amounts  of  water  avail¬ 
able.  The  presence  of  porous  material  of  con¬ 
siderable  depth  in  dam-site  abutments  and 
foundations  may  be  a  further  limiting  fac¬ 
tor.  Economic  considerations  will  probably 
be  the  principal  limiting  factor  in  the  scale 
of  development  of  most  local  protection 
projects. 

26.  The  investigation  will  be  conducted  in 
three  phases.  During  phase  1,  engineering, 
hydrologic,  and  economic  studies  will  be 
accomplished  together.  These  studies  will  be 
prosecuted  in  sufficient  detail  to  eliminate 
obviously  infeasible  projects  and  projects 
which  would  not  be  supported  by  local  in¬ 
terest  and  responsible  State  officials.  At  such 
time  as  an  apparently  feasible  and  prac¬ 
ticable  plan  of  improvement  has  been  de¬ 
veloped  for  control  of  a  substantial  portion 
of  the  major  problems  of  the  basin,  a  field 
review  will  be  arranged  with  the  Division 
Engineer  to  determine  the  scope  of  further 
detailed  studies  which  should  be  under¬ 
taken.  During  phase  2,  detailed  studies  will 
be  made  in  potential  protected  areas  to  eval¬ 
uate  project  benefits.  These  studies  will  be 
accompanied  by  detailed  study  and  eval¬ 
uation  of  potential  projects  and  alternate 
projects.  All  reservoir  projects  will  be  given 
multiple-purpose  consideration.  A  practicable 
plan  of  improvement,  comprised  of  the  most 
economic  and  practicable  elements,  will  be 
developed  for  control  all  critical  problems 
in  the  basin,  and  will  be  presented  in  survey 
detail  in  the  final  report.  Only  the  feasible 
elements  will  be  recommended  for  construc¬ 
tion.  Infeasible  units  will  not  be  so  rec¬ 
ommended,  but  the  preliminary  designs  and 
cost  estimates  presented  will  facilitate  re¬ 
view  thereof  in  the  event  changed  field  con¬ 
ditions  or  revised  legislation  should  warrant 
a  restudy.  Phase  3  will  involve  the  actual 
writing,  drafting,  editing,  review,  and  re¬ 
production  of  the  report  and  its  supporting 
appendixes.  The  proposed  phasing  of  the 
work  is  shown  in  the  appended  bar  graph 
work  schedule. 

27.  Coordination  and  Cooperation:  The 
East  Dakota  Conservancy  Sub- district,  a  po¬ 
litical  subdivision  of  State  government,  is 
authorized  under  State  law  to  coordinate 
the  efforts  of  agencies  interested  in  the  con¬ 
servation  storage  in  and  ultimate  use  of  the 
basin  water  resources,  and  to  help  sponsor 
a  Federal  project.  All  agencies  have  advisors 
to  the  Sub-district,  and  an  engineer-manager 
has  been  hired,  with  an  office  in  Brookings, 
to  handle  the  Subdistrict  affairs.  The  Sub¬ 
district  officials  and  their  advisors  will  hold 
meetings  periodically  to  coordinate  the 
studies. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  with  a 
view  to  providing  a  reasonable  mecha¬ 
nism  to  protect  the  interests  of  both  the 
State  of  Iowa  and  the  State  of  South 
Dakota,  as  well  as  the  taxpayers  in  gen¬ 
eral,  I  have  submitted  the  pending 
amendment  to  supersede  the  proviso 
added  by  the  committee.  I  believe  that 
it  is  a  reasonable  approach,  and  I  sug¬ 
gest  to  the  chairman  that  if  there  is  any 
particular  difficulty  over  the  mechanism 
structured  by  this  amendment,  I  am  sure 
it  could  be  worked  out  in  conference.  I 
hope  he  will  be  willing  to  take  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  conference. 
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Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
discussed  this  matter  with  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller].  It  has  also 
been  the  subject  of  discussion  with  the 
able  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
McGovern].  There  was  some  conference 
yesterday — though  not  a  long  confer¬ 
ence — between  the  two  Senators. 

Senator  McGovern,  because  of  an  of¬ 
ficial  assignment  representing  the  Senate 
at  a  conference  outside  the  United  States, 
is  not  able  to  be  present  today.  The  com¬ 
mittee  attempted,  early  in  its  considera¬ 
tion,  to  deal  with  the  viewpoints  of  the 
two  Senators.  There  are  others  inter¬ 
ested,  of  course,  but  Senator  Miller  and 
Senator  McGovern  are  the  principal 
ones.  They  appeared  before  our  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works. 

The  solution  we  have  presented  in  the 
legislation,  about  which  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  is  fully  informed,  as  am  I,  repre¬ 
sents  an  attempt  by  the  committee  to 
accommodate,  if  we  could,  the  positions 
of  both  Senators.  While  I  am  willing  to 
take  the  matter  to  conference,  I  am  not 
going  to  indicate  my  enthusiasm  for 
what  is  proposed.  The  Record  that  the 
Senator  is  making  here,  together  with 
the  correspondence  and  other  matter 
being  inserted,  will  include,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  all  of  the  material  pertinent  to  the 
proposed  legislation.  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Iowa,  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  think  that  the  most  important  thing  is 
the  telegram  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  from  the  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Iowa  pointing  out  the  willing¬ 
ness  of  the  Governor  and  the  Iowa  State 
Conservation  Commission  to  try  to  work 
this  matter  out  with  the  State  of  South 
Dakota. 

That  is  a  good  faith  commitment  on 
the  part  of  the  Governor  of  my  great 
State.  And  I  am  sure  that  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  will  find  that  the 
Governor  of  Iowa  will  live  up  to  his 
commitment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  am  sure  that  great 
Democratic  Governor  will  do  so. 

Mr.  MILLER.  It  may  seem  a  little 
anomalous  for  a  Republican  Senator  to 
try  to  uphold  the  position  of  his  Demo¬ 
cratic  Governor.  However,  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  well  knows  that  the 
pending  bill  is  replete  with  these  by- and - 
large  nonpartisan  matters  involving 
these  fundamental  matters. 

I  have  been  saying  for  a  long  time  that 
what  is  good  for  the  State  of  Iowa  and 
what  is  good  for  the  United  States  is  not 
a  matter  of  partisanship. 

I  assure  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  that  this  is  certainly  the  policy  be¬ 
hind  the  amendment  I  have  offered. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  the  way  we 
considered  it  in  the  committee,  of  course. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  have  found  in  my  com¬ 
mittee  work — and  at  one  time  I  had  the 
privilege  of  serving  under  the  very  able 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads,  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  who  is  now  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee — that  this  was  the  policy 
that  was  followed  whenever  I  had  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  for 
the  record. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  two  very  simple  amendments 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  they  be 
considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  4,  after  line  14  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Port  Hueneme,  California,  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  — ,  at  an  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  $1,000,000; 

“Ventura  Marina,  California,  House  Docu¬ 
ment  (Numbered  — ,  at  an  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  $1,540,000;”. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  the  rea¬ 
son  the  amendments  are  being  offered 
at  this  late  hour  is  that  since  our  meet¬ 
ing  this  morning  I  was  informed  that 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had  given  final 
approval  to  two  California  projects 
which  were  still  under  consideration  at 
the  time  that  the  omnibus  bill  now  be¬ 
fore  us  was  reported  by  the  Senate  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee.  These  items  are 
of  great  importance  to  my  State  and  I 
would  like  to  mention  at  this  point  that 
I  appreciate  the  efforts  and  cooperation 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  acting  on 
these  projects  in  time  for  them  to  be 
considered  with  the  public  works  pre¬ 
viously  approved  and  included  in  the 
bill. 

The  projects  approved  this  morning 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  have  ob¬ 
tained  all  of  the  necessary  Federal  and 
State  clearances.  They  are  well  consid¬ 
ered,  thoroughly  studied,  worthy,  neces¬ 
sary  undertakings. 

Mr.  President,  the  first  amendment 
would  provide  for  the  addition  of  the 
Port  Hueneme  Harbor  project  to  the  bill. 
This  item  calls  for  the  improvement  of 
the  harbor  by  deepening  the  central 
basin  and  by  widening,  deepening,  and 
extending  the  southermost  interior  chan¬ 
nel,  all  to  a  depth  of  35  feet. 

The  estimated  cost  is  $1,200,000  of 
which  $1,000,000  would  be  the  Federal 
cost  for  construction,  and  $210,000  would 
be  the  non-Federal  cost  for  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way. 

The  annual  charges  are  estimated  at 
$90,000  including  $40,000  for  Federal  an¬ 
nual  maintenance,  and  the  average  an¬ 
nual  benefits  at  $1,868,000,  resulting  in, 
a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  20.8. 

The  improvements  would  meet  a  need 
for  a  deep-draft  harbor  for  commercial 
vessels  at  Port  Hueneme  to  meet  the  im¬ 
mediate  and  future  needs  of  commerce. 

Mr.  President,  the  second  amendment 
would  include  the  Ventura  Marina  proj¬ 
ect. 

This  would  provide  that  the  general 
navigation  features  of  the  existing  har¬ 
bor,  excluding  interior  basins,  be  adopted 
as  a  Federal  project,  along  with  further 
improvements  to  provide  for  a  1,500- 
foot-long  detached  breakwater,  a  sand 
trap  in  the  lee  of  the  breakwater,  repair 
of  the  existing  north  and  middle  jetties. 


and  provision  of  recreational  facilities 
for  sport  fishing  on  the  jetty  crests.  The 
total  first  cost  is  estimated  at  $3,084,000 
of  which  $1,540,000  would  be  Federal  for 
construction,  exclusive  of  $4,000  for  aids 
to  navigation. 

The  annual  charges  are  estimated  at 
$319,000,  including  Federal  maintenance 
costs  of  $191,000  and  non-Federal  main¬ 
tenance  costs  of  $2,000.  The  estimated 
annual  benefits  are  $1,341,000  and  the 
benefit-cost  ratio  is  4.2. 

The  improvement  is  needed  to  provide 
safe  navigation  facilities  for  an  ultimate 
2,500  boats  presently  berthed  in  Ventura 
Marina -Ventura  Keys. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  able  and  dis¬ 
tinguished  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Roads,  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Murphy],  fall  in  that  category 
of  projects  that  have  been  approved  ex¬ 
cept  for  clearance  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
now  cleared  the  two  projects  even  though 
the  clearance  had  not  come  to  us  at  the 
time  wre  reported  the  legislation  to  the 
floor. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  for  his  discussion  of  the  importance 
of  these  projects  at  Port  Hueneme  Har¬ 
bor  and  Ventura  Marina,  Calif. 

I  emphasize  the  benefit-cost  ratio  of 
20.8  on  the  first  project  and  4.2  on  the 
second.  These  are  projects  that  are  not 
really  going  to  cost  anything  because 
they  will  return  more  than  the  invest¬ 
ment.  And  it  is  an  investment.  It  is  not 
an  expenditure.  It  is  an  investment  which 
is  placed  in  this  type  of  project  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  data  sheets  on  these  two 
projects  be  printed  in  full  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  data 
sheets  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Port  Hueneme  Habror,  Calif. 

Location:  Port  Hueneme  Harbor  Is  located 
on  the  coast  of  California,  about  65  miles 
northwest  of  Los  Angeles  Harbor. 

Authority:  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  resolution  adopted  18  April  1963. 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolu¬ 
tion  adopted  19  June  1963. 

Existing  Project:  The  existing  project  was 
originally  constructed  by  the  Oxnard  Har¬ 
bor  District  and  acquired  by  the  U.S.  Navy 
in  1942.  In  1961,  the  Oxnard  Harbor  District 
acquired  from  the  U.S.  Navy  the  original 
wharf  and  contiguous  land  area.  The  har¬ 
bor  is  a  man-made,  landlocked  harbor  con¬ 
nected  to  the  ocean  by  a  jetty-protected  en¬ 
trance  channel,  with  interior  channel  and 
central  basin. 

Navigation  Problem:  Depths  in  the  interior 
channel  and  central  basin  are  insufficient  to 
accommodate  modern  general  cargo  vessels 
at  all  tides. 

Recommended  Plan  of  Improvement:  Pro¬ 
vides  for  the  deepening  of  the  central  basin; 
widening,  extension  and  deepening  of  the 
interior  commercial  channel,  all  to  a  depth 
of  35  feet.  In  addition,  the  general  naviga¬ 
tion  features  of  the  existing  harbor,  com¬ 
prising  entrance  jetties,  channels  and  basin, 
would  be  adopted  as  a  Federal  project  for 
maintenance. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1968) 

Federal  _ $1,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  210,  000 

Total  _  1,210,000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Non- 

Federal  Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  Amortiza¬ 
tion _  $41,  000 

Maintenance  and  Opera¬ 
tion _  _  40, 000 


$9, 000  $50, 000 

0  40, 000 


Total 


81,000  9,000 


90, 000 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings - $1,  868,  000 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio:  20.8. 

Local  Cooperation:  Local  interests  will  be 
required  to  provide  lands,  easements,  rigbts- 
of-way  and  disposal  works  required  for  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance:  provide  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities  including  depths  in 
berthing  areas  commensurate  with  depths  in 
related  project  channels  and  basins;  accom¬ 
plish  utility  relocations;  clear  and  remove  all 
improvements  from  the  lands,  easements  and 
rights-of-way  provided  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  provide  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
Agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Venttjra  Marina,  Calif. 

Location:  Ventura  Marina  is  a  light-draft 
harbor  for  recreational  craft  located  on  the 
coast  Of  California  within  the  City  of  San 
Buenaventura,  about  65  miles  northwest  of 
Los  Angeles. 

Authority:  Section  6,  Public  Law  14,  79th 
Congress,  approved  2  March  1945. 

Existing  Project:  Local  interests  have  con¬ 
structed  a  small-craft  recreational  harbor 
having  a  usable  water  area  of  116  acres;  en¬ 
trance  channel  with  protective  jetties,  mid¬ 
dle  jetty  and  turning  basin. 

Navigation  Problem:  Shoaling  of  the  en¬ 
trance  channel  not  only  prevents  full  use 
and  development  of  the  harbor,  but  causes 
severe  breaking  waves  therein  which  are 
hazardous  to  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  Plan  of  Improvement:  The 
proposed  improvement  would  provide  for  con¬ 
struction  of  an  offshore  breakwater  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  entrance  and  to  form  a  sand  trap; 
adoption  as  a  Federal  project  for  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  existing  general  navigation 
features  and  provision  of  recreational  facili¬ 
ties  for  jetty  fishing. 

Estimated  cost 
(Price  level  of  January  1968) 

Federal  _ $1,  540,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  540,  000 


Total  _ _ _ $3,  080,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-  Total 
Federal 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortiza¬ 
tion. .  $63,000  $63,000  $126,000 

Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion _ _ _  191,000  2,000  193,000 


Total .  254,000  65,000  319,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ _ _ $1,  273,  000 

Sport  fishing _  68,  000 


Total  _  1,  341,  000 


Benefit-Cost  Ratio:  4.2. 

Local  Cooperation:  The  requirements  of 
local  cooperation  conform  to  general  policy 
for  small-boat  harbor  projects.  Local  interests 


are  required  to  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damage;  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  mooring  facilities,  service  areas,  a  pub¬ 
lic  landing  and  appurtenant  facilities  open 
to  all  on  equal  terms;  maintain  recreational 
fishing  facilities;  provide  and  maintain  such 
additional  works  as  may  be  required  for  pro¬ 
tection  of  downcoast  beach  areas  and  not 
procured  through  disposal  of  material 
dredged  from  the  sand  trap  and  entrance 
channel;  provide  all  lands,  easement^'  and 
rights-of-way  required  for  construction  of 
the  project  including  disposal  areas  and  re¬ 
tention  works;  and  contribute  in  cash  50 
percent  of  the  cost  of  construction,  exclusive 
of  aids  to  navigation,  a  contribution  present¬ 
ly  estimated  at  $1,540,000.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  comply  with 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
Agencies: 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senator  from  California  en  bloc. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  my  senior  colleague,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record  is  as  follows: 

On  page  22,  line  9,  insert  the  following: 

“Arkansas  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  the  Arcadia  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Deep  Fork  River,  Oklahoma,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Board 
of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  in  its 
report  dated  June  6,  1968,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $24,900,000.” 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the  Ar¬ 
cadia  Reservoir  project  was  first  brought 
forward  in  connection  with  the  proposed 
central  Oklahoma  project,  approval  of 
which  has  been  deferred  for  further 
study.  During  the  consideration  of  the 
larger  project,  the  Arcadia  Reservoir  was 
found  to  be  justified  on  its  own  merits, 
independent  of  the  larger  project.  Thus, 
the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Board  has  now 
recommended  authorization  of  the  Ar¬ 
cadia  project  independent  of  the  other 
aspects  of  the  central  Oklahoma  project. 
We  are  hopeful  it  can  be  authorized  this 
year,  as  this  amendment  would  do. 

At  the  present  time,  about  67,000  acres 
along  the  Deep  Fork  River  are  subject 
to  flooding,  and  the  average  annual  flood 
losses  are  estimated  at  $790,000.  This 
potential  damage  from  flooding  on  the 
Deep  Fork  will  increase  substantially  as 
Oklahoma  City  and  Edmond,  Okla.,  con¬ 
tinue  to  grow  into  the  valley.  Flood  con¬ 
trol  on  the  Deep  Fork  is  a  pressing  need, 
but  of  equal  importance  is  the  need  for 
additional  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and 
recreational  benefits  for  an  ever  increas¬ 
ing  population  in  the  metropolitan  Okla¬ 
homa  City  area.  Edmond’s  water  supply 
is  already  inadequate,  and  the  city  has 
asked  for  enough  storage  in  the  Arcadia 
Reservoir  to  assure  11  million  gallons  of 
flow  per  day  for  long-term  municipal 


use.  Furthermore,  the  Deep  Fork  River 
has  a  water  quality  problem,  for  the 
natural  flow  often  drops  to  zero  during 
summer  months  and  the  only  water  in  its 
comes  from  treated  waste  discharged 
from  Oklahoma  City.  The  U.S.  Public 
Health  Service  estimates  a  need  for 
water  storage  sufficient  to  assure  a  flow 
of  20  million  gallons  per  day  to  maintain 
water  quality. 

Local  interests  have  agreed  to  pay 
some  $2,835,000  in  consideration  of  water 
supply  and  recreational  benefits  which 
will  become  available  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  reservoir.  The  State  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  the  cities  of  Oklahoma  City  and 
Edmond  and  other  local  interests  have 
indicated  their  full  support  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project. 

Mr.  President,  the  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Board,  in  reporting  favorably  for  author¬ 
ization  of  the  Arcadia  project,  establish¬ 
ed  the  benefit-cost  ratio  at  $1.6  to  $1, 
with  an  estimated  cost  of  $24,900,000. 
However,  if  authorization  and  construc¬ 
tion  are  delayed  for  any  length  of  time, 
the  cost  of  the  project  will  increase  sub¬ 
stantially  because  of  steadily  rising  land 
costs  in  the  reservoir  area.  These  in¬ 
creased  costs  result  from  the  fact  that 
Oklahoma  City  is  growing  toward  the 
Northeast  and  into  the  proposed  location 
of  the  reservoir.  Thus,  considerable  sav¬ 
ings  will  be  realized  if  the  project  is  au¬ 
thorized  this  year. 

A  great  deal  of  time,  effort,  and  ex¬ 
pense  has  gone  into  the  development  of 
the  Deep  Fork  River  Valley  in  the  past 
years,  and  the  construction  of  the  Ar¬ 
cadia  Reservoir  is  vital  to  the  continued 
orderly  development  of  the  vast  re¬ 
sources  of  this  area  of  Oklahoma.  Water, 
in  my  State,  as  in  other  parts  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  is  an  increasingly  important  com¬ 
modity.  The  Arcadia  Reservoir  is  de¬ 
signed  to  help  us  more  fully  realize  the 
benefits  of  this  precious  resource  in  cen¬ 
tral  Oklahoma.  I,  therefore,  urge  the 
Senate  to  adopt  my  amendment  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  construction  of  this  needed 
project. 

Mr.  President,  the  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Board,  as  I  indicated,  has  reported  fa¬ 
vorably  on  this  project.  There  has  not 
been  sufficient  time,  however,  prior  to 
the  reporting  of  the  bill  now  under  con¬ 
sideration  for  us  to  have  a  report  from 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Therefore,  if 
we  were  to  wait  until  the  report  could 
come,  which  I  fully  expect,  we  would  be 
at  least  1  further  year  away  from  ac¬ 
tual  construction  of  this  much  needed 
project  unless  we  could  have  hearings 
and  consideration  of  an  omnibus  rivers 
and  harbors  bill  or  particular  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  project  next  year.  If  there  is 
no  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill  next 
year.  Then  we  would  be  2  years  away 
from  authorization.  In  the  meantime, 
costs  would  have  gone  up  and  needs 
would  have  become  much  greater. 

So  we  are  hopeful  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  can  be  adopted,  despite  what  would 
be  irregular  procedure  for  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  presided  over  by 
my  distinguished  former  chairman, 
when  I  served  on  that  great  committee 
under  his  leadership,  the  senior  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  yield 
now  to  my  senior  colleague  from  Okla- 
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homa  [Mr.  Monroney],  who  has  been 
a  very  active  advocate  of  this  project  and 
who  joins  me  fully  in  this  amendment 
today. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
deeply  appreciate  my  junior  colleague 
yielding  to  me. 

I  wish  to  associate  myself  with  his  re¬ 
marks  and  with  the  urgent  need  for 
putting  this  project  on  the  track  for  the 
beginning  of  the  design  of  this  very  im¬ 
portant  dam. 

As  we  all  know,  water  for  human  con¬ 
sumption  is  becoming  more  and  more 
scarce  throughout  almost  every  State  in 
the  Union.  In  our  own  State,  which  is 
plagued  sometimes  by  cycles  of  drought 
and  then  cycles  of  heavy  rainfall,  it  is 
highly  important  for  us  not  to  wait 
longer  than  is  absolutely  necessary  to 
start  the  wheels  in  motion  for  the  design 
of  a  dam  that  will  furnish  a  water  supply 
to  a  rapidly  growing  city,  a  city  that  has 
more  than  quadrupled  in  size,  the  home 
of  Oklahoma  State  College,  at  Edmond, 
Okla.  It  has  multiplied  five  or  six  times 
in  size  and  now  has  some  20,000  students 
in  residence,  taking  their  college  degrees 
at  this  important  place. 

Farther  north  is  the  growing  city  of 
Guthrie,  which  has  absolutely  no  de¬ 
pendable  water  supply  at  this  time.  The 
large  river  north  of  it  is  the  Cimarron, 
which  is  plagued  not  only  with  salt  in¬ 
festation  but  also  water  from  the  gyp¬ 
sum  hills  which  make  it  impotable  for 
human  consumption. 

There  is  no  available  water  supply  for 
this  growing  area,  or  for  the  city  of 
Oklahoma  City,  because  our  water  re¬ 
sources  are  fully  committed  to  that  area. 

Furthermore,  we  have  the  problem  of 
periodic  floods  downstream,  which  we  all 
see  as  we  drive  over  during  a  heavy  rain. 
Vast  amounts  of  flood  water  cover  the 
fertile  valley  through  which  the  Deep 
Fork  River  flows,  from  the  central  part 
of  the  State  clear  on  through  until  it 
reaches  the  confluence  with  the  South 
Canadian,  near  Muskogee,  Okla. 

Therefore,  I  wish  it  were  possible — I 
hope  it  is  found  to  be  possible  by  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  this  commit¬ 
tee,  who  has  pioneered  so  many  great 
water  projects  during  his  service  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works — to  permit  us  to  move  forward 
with  the  design  features  of  this  project, 
it  would  take  very  little  money.  It  is 
within  the  capability  of  the  Coips  of  En¬ 
gineers  at  Tulsa,  Okla.,  to  design  it,  and 
in  this  way,  for  the  expenditure  of  a  few 
hundred  thousand  dollars,  shortcut  the 
time  in  which  construtcion  can  actually 
start.  A  long-delayed  period  of  perhaps 
a  year  or  2  years  could  be  saved  by  the 
pel-mission  of  this  great  committee,  if 
they  find  it  possible,  through  the  rules  of 
the  Senate,  to  enable  us  to  authorize  it 
for  design  at  this  time;  and  then,  hope¬ 
fully,  after  a  year  or  two  have  gone  by 
and  the  design  has  been  completed,  to 
actually  start  moving  earth. 

This  would  indeed  be  a  vital  step  that  I 
believe  would  help  not  only  in  adverting 
a  threatened  water  shortage  but  also  in 
giving  us  the  flood  protection  so  neces¬ 
sary,  plus  the  pollution  control  which  my 
distinguished  junior  colleagues  has  so 
adequately  pointed  out. 


This  is  a  city  of  almost  400,000  people 
putting  sewage  into  Deep  Fork  today. 
Although  the  sewage  is  treated,  it  is  not 
a  happy  situation,  without  an  available 
water  source  in  which  to  keep  the  stream 
alive  and  active. 

So  I  am  most  happy  to  join  with  my 
colleague  in  urging' the  chairman  of  the 
committee  to  take  to  conference  the 
amendment  we  offer,  with  the  hope  that 
we  can  at  least  move  forward  to  author¬ 
izing  the  design  of  this  project  and  there¬ 
fore  save  1  or  2  years  or  more  in  having 
the  project  finalized  into  a  working  sit¬ 
uation,  at  a  cost  that  will  be  5  percent 
or  10  percent  more  for  each  year  it  is 
delayed. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
integrity  of  the  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  not  involved  in  the  consideration 
of  this  matter  at  this  time.  But  certainly 
the  continuing  consideration  we  have 
given  to  projects — all  meritorious  to 
some  degree,  with  the  requirement  for 
committee  approval  that  they  be  cleared 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget — is  in  a 
sense  an  obligation  of  the  members  of 
the  committee  which  I  would  not  desire 
to  see  broken.  Nor  do  I  feel  free  to  speak 
for  the  committee  in  abrogating  this 
policy. 

I  have  in  mind  now  that  we  are  faced 
today  with  projects  that  fall  somewhat 
in  the  same  category  as  the  project 
whose  value  has  been  so  well  documented 
by  the  Senators  from  Oklahoma. 

This  project  has  previously  been  part 
of  a  more  comprehensive  program  en¬ 
visaged  for  a  number  of  years.  The  proj¬ 
ect  referred  to  by  the  Senators  from 
Oklahoma  is  a  noncontroversial  project, 
perhaps,  of  a  program  that  had  some 
elements  of  disagreement  in  it. 

The  testimony  that  has  been  received 
on  these  projects  before  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Flood  Control,  Rivers  and  Har¬ 
bors,  chaired  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Young],  has  been  considered.  But 
we  have  had  to  follow  our  established 
policy  on  these  matters,  because  we  could 
open — to  use  a  term  that  might  be  appro¬ 
priate  in  this  connection — the  flood  gates 
on  one  project;  I  tell  the  Senator  there  is 
another  Senator  who  has  another  project 
this  afternoon,  and  there  are  others  with 
worthwhile  projects  in  various  stages  of 
approval.  Therefore,  we  must  have 
Budget  approval  on  these  projects,  in¬ 
cluding  this  project,  although  the  Board 
of  Engineers  has  approved  it,  as  the 
Senators  well  know. 

I  can  understand  the  intense  interest 
of  the  Senators  in  this  worthy  project. 
This  must  go  back  to  the  State;  and 
other  Federal  agencies  must  comment 
on  it. 

For  that  reason  it  would  be  impossible 
to  accept  the  amendment. 

I  refer  to  the  language  of  our  report: 

Those  favorable  reports  on  proposed  proj¬ 
ects,  on  which  testimony  was  received,  but 
were  not  before  Congress  at  the  time  the 
committee  marked  up  the  bill,  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  for  authorization  at  some  future 
date. 

That  is  what  we  should  say  and  that  is 
what  we  have  said.  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  might  be  withdrawn.  I  am  not  sug¬ 
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gesting  I  am  ready  to  have  a  vote  on  it, 
but  I  do  know  the  Senators  know  of  the 
attitude  of  the  members  of  our  com¬ 
mittee.  I  know  they  do  not  want  delay.  I 
know  they  feel  the  need  is  urgent.  All  of 
these  considerations  we  understand,  but 
still  it  is  necessary  to  keep  within  a 
pattern  of  propriety  and  the  proper  con¬ 
sideration  of  projects. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
say  that  I  understand  and,  by  and  large, 
I  agree  with  the  orderly  procedure  for 
these  kinds  of  projects  which  has  been 
established  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  under  the  leadership  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia.  I  think  there 
is  an  orderly  way  to  go  about  things  and 
a  regular  way  to  go  about  things. 

We  are  concerned,  however,  about  the 
time  lag  that  might  be  involved,  and  I 
know  the  Senator  understands  that.  I 
appreciate  the  Senator  having  called  to 
our  attention  the  language  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  page  4  of  the  committee  report 
about  future  considerations  of  projects. 

As  soon  as  we  have  the  report  of  the 
Governor  of  Oklahoma  and  the  report  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as  is  required 
by  the  regular  procedure  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  we  would  hope,  if  the  amendment 
were  withdrawn — and  I  believe  it  will 
probably  have  to  be  withdrawn  in  light 
of  the  statement  of  the  distinguished 
Senator — that  we  could  be  assured  not 
that  we  would  be  taken  out  of  order  or 
given  undue  consideration,  but  that  con¬ 
sideration  would  be  given  to  this  project 
at  the  proper  time  before  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  chairman  of  the 
committee  can  assure  both  Senators  from 
Oklahoma  that  this  would  be  the  pro¬ 
cedure  to  be  followed  by  the  committee; 
that  is,  careful  and  orderly  considera¬ 
tion,  which  is  what  the  Senators  want 
and  which  I  think  is  what  we  have  an 
obligation  to  the  Senate  and  to  the  coun¬ 
try  to  fulfill. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  appreciate  that  com¬ 
ment  from  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  in  light  of  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
and  his  explanation  of  the  procedures 
usually  followed,  in  spite  of  the  feeling 
my  colleague  and  I  have  about  the  criti¬ 
cal  importance  of  getting  under  way  with 
this  multipurpose  project,  we  do  not 
see  that  anything  would  be  gained  by 
pressing  for  a  vote  at  this  time. 

Therefore,  I  ask  that  the  amendment 
may  be  withdrawn. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr 
Spong  in  the  chair).  The  Senator  from 
Ohio  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  the  Senators  from  Oklahoma 
for  withdrawing  their  amendment  and 
not  requiring  this  item  to  go  to  a  vote. 

Undoubtedly,  there  has  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  their  constituents  the 
authorizations  already  contained  in  the 
bill  and  prior  bills  dealing  with  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin. 
The  Arkansas  River  Basin  was  first  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Congress  as  far  back  as 
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1938.  Since  1960  undue  attention  has 
been  given  to  it. 

There  has  thus  far  been  spent  $1,055 
million  in  the  improvement  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  total  cost  of  develop¬ 
ing  the  basin  for  flood  control  and  water 
supply  and  other  purposes,  as  of  this 
time,  is  $1,367  million.  There  is  now  a 
deficiency  of  $108  million  in  the  authori¬ 
zation  and  it  is  to  be  taken  care  of  by 
the  bill  that  is  before  us. 

The  Arcadia  Dam  project  is  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  $108  million.  However,  un¬ 
doubtedly  the  citizens  of  this  area  know 
that  in  this  bill  there  is  $3,729,000  for  the 
Oologah  Reservoir  in  Oklahoma,  $10,- 
035,000  for  the  Robert  S.  Kerr  lock  and 
dam  in  Oklahoma,  $15,900,000  for  the 
Webbers  Palls  lock  and  dam  in  Okla¬ 
homa. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  to 
give  support  to  the  position  taken  by  the 
two  Senators  in  not  pressing  this  meas¬ 
ure.  This  basin  has  been  treated  as  liber¬ 
ally  as  any  basin  in  the  United  States. 

The  figures  indicate  that  the  antic¬ 
ipated  cost  is  $1,367  million,  of  which 
$1,055  million  has  already  been  spent  in 
the  development  of  that  basin. 

I  thank  the  Senators  from  Oklahoma 
for  withdrawing  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY,  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  that  reference  by  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  to  the  work  being 
done  in  the  Arkansas  Basin.  I  wish  to 
add  only  this  addendum  because  many 
people  feel  the  basin  to  be  a  local  matter. 

The  Arkansas  rises  in  the  heights  of 
the  Rocky  Mountains,  flows  through 
most  of  Colorado,  flows  through  two- 
thirds  of  Kansas,  flows  through  more 
than  one-half  of  Oklahoma,  and  all  of 
Arkansas,  in  going  into  the  Mississippi 
River.  It  is  one  of  the  four  great  river 
basins  of  the  Nation,  akin  to  the  Ohio 
River  in  importance  to  the  land  as  a 
drainage  and  navigation  facility. 

We  do  not  want  to  appear  greedy.  We 
are  merely  trying  to  develop  our  part 
of  the  United  States  and  develop  the  re¬ 
sources  which  in  this  dry  land  are  the 
difference  between  survival  as  an  agri¬ 
cultural  community,  or  destruction. 

I  appreciate  the  Senator’s  cordial  at¬ 
titude  and  helpful  interest  in  this  de¬ 
velopment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator 
about  section  209  of  the  bill 

When  the  Senate  adopted  the  so- 
called  10 -percent  surcharge  along  with 
the  reduction  in  expenditures  of  $6  bil¬ 
lion  we  also  provided  for  an  automatic 
rollback  in  the  number  of  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  to  the  July  1,  1966,  level.  The 
rollback  provided  that  every  agency  of 
Government  would  be  affected  except  as 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  might  make  his  own  exceptions. 
We  provided  that  the  rollback  would  take 
place  in  a  manner  which  would  not  cause 
anyone  to  lose  his  job  but  would  allow 


them  to  hire  three  out  of  every  four 
needed  to  take  the  place  of  normal  resig¬ 
nations  or  retirements. 

As  the  bill  passed  the  Senate  there 
were  certain  exemptions,  such  as  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense,  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Author¬ 
ity,  the  FBI,  and  the  CIA.  In  conference, 
however,  it  was  worked  out  with  the 
executive  branch  downtown  that  it 
would  be  better  not  to  have  any  exemp¬ 
tions  whatever,  because  once  we  ex¬ 
empted  one  agency  every  other  agency 
would  be  coming  in  for  exemptions.  So 
we  conferred  upon  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Eudget  the  power  to  make 
the  exceptions  as  he  thought  wise  or  to 
make  the  cuts  where  he  thought  they 
should  be  made  until  we  go  back  to  the 
level  of  July  1966. 

I  notice  in  section  209  that  it  writes 
back  into  the  bill  a  mandatory  excep¬ 
tion,  which  exempts  the  TV  A  not  only 
from  a  rollback  in  employment  but  also 
from  any  effect  so  far  as  the  $6  billion 
expenditures  reduction  ceiling  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

I  am  wondering  whether  the  Senator 
would  go  along  with  an  emendment  to 
delete  this  section.  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  and  I  shall  shortly  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  before 
we  vote. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  In  response  to  the 
able  Senator  from  Delaware,  he  is  cor¬ 
rect  in  saying  that  in  section  209  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  committee  is  to  exempt  the 
TVA  power-producing,  nonfederally 
funded  program  from  the  provisions  of 
the  Williams-Smathers  amendment, 
which  has  already  been  adopted. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  As  stated 
earlier,  there  was  an  exemption  in  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate  originally, 
exceptions  for  the  TVA,  the  Depai*tment 
of  Defense,  the  Post  Office  Department, 
the  FBI,  and  the  CIA,  but  the  conferees 
struck  them  all  out.  We  struck  them  out 
with  the  understanding  that  we  would 
eliminate  them  all.  If  we  start  writing 
them  back  in,  then  where  do  we  stop? 
HEW,  Treasury,  and  every  other  agency 
downtown  will  be  asking  that  they  be 
specifically  exempted. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  of  course,  recognizes  that  if  in 
the  judgment  of  the  committee  there  is  a 
jurisdictional  matter  that  comes  within 
the  purview  of  the  committee,  it  can 
bring  in  such  an  exemption  to  have  it 
considered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  that.  I  do  not  question  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  what  the  committee  is  trying 
to  do. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  In  reference  to  the 
TVA,  there  are  many  Senators  who  have 
an  interest  in  this  subject.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  will  list  the  names  of 
the  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
who  are  in  the  TVA  area.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  presented  this  matter  to 
us  in  a  persuasive  and  effective  manner 
which  set  forth  a  well  justified  rationale 
for  considering  the  TVA  as  an  instance 
calling  for  exemption  from  the  Williams- 
Smathers  amendment. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  will  go 
into  these  matters  thoroughly.  I  should 


like  to  have  him  give  the  background 
of  the  proposal,  which  we  did  consider 
very  carefully  in  the  committee  before 
including  the  exception  as  a  part  of  the 
legislation  reported  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  that  and  shall  yield  in  a  moment 
to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  to  ex¬ 
press  his  views. 

I  state  at  this  time  that  the  elimination 
of  all  exceptions  was  done  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  basis  that  if  we  start,  where 
do  we  stop? 

As  I  stated  earlier  every  other  agency — 
the  Veterans’  Administration,  HEW,  and 
so  forth — wanted  to  be  exempted.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pointed 
out  that  it  had  a  unique  situation  in  that 
it  was  a  Government  corporation,  the 
same  as  TVA.  The  Export-Import  Bank, 
the  FDIC,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  But  the  CCC  does 
not  make  money,  let  me  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
true.  They  do  not  make  money.  Taxpay¬ 
ers  are  having  trouble  even  making 
enough  money  to  keep  some  of  the  agen¬ 
cies  going.  But  still,  these  are  Govern¬ 
ment  employees,  and  if  we  are  going  to 
write  in  the  exceptions  for  one  agency 
the  next  question  is,  What  will  be  the 
position  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
when  the  next  exception  Is  raised? 

That  is  the  reason  that  I,  as  one  Sena¬ 
tor,  certainly  would  regret  very  much 
seeking  the  beginning  of  the  writing  in  of 
exceptions.  It  would  be  unwise — not  as 
to  the  amount  of  employees  involved,  but 
once  we  sta-rt  to  write  in  these  exceptions 
we  shall  be  in  trouble. 

It  was  suggested  by  some  that  these 
reductions  would  wreck  the  Government. 
All  we  did  was  to  write  into  the  law  the 
provisions  of  the  President’s  Executive 
order  as  issued  on  July  20,  1966,  wherein 
he  stated  that  he  was  going  to  roll  back 
civilian  employment  to  the  July  1,  1966, 
level.  That  Executive  order  did  not 
exempt  the  TVA.  We  took  that  Executive 
order  and  wrote  it  into  the  law  as  part  of 
the  package.  In  line  with  the  agreement 
with  the  administration  the  conferees 
eliminated  all  exceptions  but  conferred 
the  authority  upon  the  Budget  Director 
to  select  where  to  make  the  reductions 
in  civilian  employment.  The  conference 
report  provided  that  no  individual  would 
lose  this  job  as  a  result  of  this  reduction 
but  that  the  vacancies  would  be  filled 
only  by  the  administration  having  the 
right  to  hire  three  out  of  every  four  nor¬ 
mal  resignations  or  retirements.  Through 
gradual  attrition  we  would  reach  the  July 
1966  level.  At  the  same  time,  in  the  bill 
we  conferred  upon  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  the  authority  that 
if  he  felt  some  particular  agency  should 
be  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  the 
rollback  he  could  exempt  that  agency 
and  apply  the  rollback  in  other  areas,  or 
conceivably,  if  he  felt  that  this  particular 
agency  or  a  particular  agency  should 
have  additional  employees  they  would 
even  expand  employment  above  the  exist¬ 
ing  level  and  make  the  cuts  in  some  more 
appropriate  place. 

We  tried  to  leave  some  leeway  there. 
We  did  not  pass  the  buck  to  the  adminis¬ 
tration.  But  this  was  one  area  where  both 
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the  executive  department  and  the  con¬ 
ferees  felt  that  the  executive  department 
could  do  better  on  its  own  initiative  than 
if  we  were  to  spell  out  where  the  cuts 
should  be  made.  Certainly,  if  we  are  not 
going  to  spell  out  where  the  reductions 
should  be  made  we  should  not  start 
exempting  our  pet  agencies  from  the 
effects  of  that  reduction.  Once  we  do  that 
we  are  automatically  telling  the  Director 
of  the  Budget  to  do  all  the  dirty  work  of 
cutting  the  agencies  and  we  make  the 
exceptions.  Congress  have  no  choice  ex¬ 
cept  to  stand  by  our  decisions — that  is, 
if  we  really  want  to  cut  expenditures. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  expressing  the  judgment 
that  in  face  of  the  fact  we  have  written 
into  the  law  a  requirement  that  in  the 
replacement  of  employees  who  quit, 
there  shall  be  an  objective  of  reducing 
the  number  of  employees  on  the  Federal 
payroll? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  We  shall  be  faced 
with  certain  proposals  to  create  exemp¬ 
tions  in  certain  departments.  Is  it  not  a 
fact  that  we  have  to  determine  now 
whether  we  will  begin  to  exempt  certain 
departments  and,  if  we  do,  will  we  not 
find  ourselves  in  an  indefensible  posi¬ 
tion,  for  when  we  exempt  one,  we  can¬ 
not  with  justification  exempt  another 
unless  there  is  a  difference  in  the  facts 
surrounding  the  two  classes? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct.  If  we  are  going  to  start  here  in 
the  Congress  spelling  out  the  exemptions, 
the  agencies  which  will  not  be  affected, 
let  us  start  acting  affirmatively  and  spell 
out  where  we  want  these  reductions 
made. 

It  was  felt  both  by.  the  conferees  and 
the  Director  of  the  Budget  that  Congress 
should  not  write  in  any  exceptions.  At 
that  time  he  could  not  tell  us  just  where 
these  cuts  could  best  be  made.  It  was 
much  easier  to  allow  him  discretionary 
authority  to  make  reductions  where  they 
would  be  at  least  disruptive  from  the 
standpoint  of  Government  and  public 
service.  We  gave  him  the  right  to  hire 
back  three  out  of  every  four  employees 
who  left  the  service  as  a  result  either  of 
normal  resignations  or  retirement.  This 
flexibility  was  necessary.  For  example,  if 
a  specialist  were  retiring  it  might  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  hire  another  specialist.  For  this 
reason  the  Senate  gave  him  various  lee¬ 
ways  and  discretionary  authority  so  he 
would  not  be  handicapped.  At  the  same 
time  we  delegated  to  him  the  authority 
whereby,  conceivably,  if  he  felt  that  TVA 
should  not  bear  a  part  of  this  burden  he 
could  exempt  that  agency  and  leave  it  as 
it  is.  He  even  has  the  authority  and  dis¬ 
cretion  to  add  to  the  number  of  em¬ 
ployees  if  he  felt  it  necessary.  But  to  the 
extent  that  this  agency  is  exempted  or 
allowed  to  add  to  its  employees  it  means 
a  greater  reduction  in  another  area. 

I  think  we  would  be  making  a  terrible 
mistake  in  starting  these  exceptions.  I 
say  that  without  prejudice  in  any  way  to 


the  good  case  that  may  be  made  by  the 
agency,  but  let  the  agency  make  its  case 
with  the  Director  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  was  just  told  by  the 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dom¬ 
inick]  that  in  his  committee  an  exemp¬ 
tion  also  has  been  made.  He  fought  the 
exemption  as  a  mistake,  because  he  felt 
that  if  one  department  or  function  were 
exempted,  of  necessity  other  agencies 
would  have  to  be  exempted.  Can  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  tell  us  where  it  is 
now  contemplated  creating  exemptions? 
He  mentioned  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Author¬ 
ity — 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Several 
applications  for  exemptions  have  been 
made,  but  none  have  gone  through 
either  the  House  or  the  Senate.  I  do  not 
know  of  a  single  agency  that  would  not 
want  to  be  exempted.  That  is  just  nat¬ 
ural,  and  if  we  take  this  step,  each 
agency  will  be  down  here  wanting  to  be 
exempted.  If  we  are  going  to  exempt 
agencies  let  us  stop  talking  about  the 
fact  that  we  are  going  to  reduce  employ¬ 
ment.  We  are  not  going  to  roll  back  the 
number  of  employees  to  the  July  1,  1966, 
level  unless  we  reduce  employment  in 
some  agencies. . 

We  are  going  to  have  to  make  these 
reductions  in  some  areas.  I  think  we  have 
just  got  to  face  up  to  it  and  start  making 
them.  That  is  the  only  way  we  are  going 
to  achieve  any  reduction  in  expenditures. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  argued  that  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  is  a  self- 
sustaining  operation,  whereby  power  is 
sold  and  the  proceeds  of  the  power  sold 
are  adequate  to  sustain  its  expenses,  and 
therefore  this  function  ought  to  be  ex¬ 
empted.  May  I  hear  what  the  Senator 
has  to  say  about  that?  I  may  go  along 
with  this  proposal  if  there  is  justification 
for  differentiating  between  the  two. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  We  had 
the  same  argument  advanced  for  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  for  example.  We 
had  the  same  argument  advanced  for  the 
Federal  Home  Loan  Board.  We  had  the 
same  argument  advanced  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  although,  as 
the  Senator  pointed  out,  that  is  losing 
money  rather  than  making  it.  We  have 
had  the  same  argument  advanced  for 
various  trust  funds,  such  as  the  civil 
service  retirement  trust  fund,  the  Civil 
Service  Commission,  the  railroad  re¬ 
tirement  board.  Several  agencies  came 
down  and  gave  an  excellent  argument  as 
to  why  that  particular  agency  should  not 
fall  into  the  realm  of  these  reductions. 
Maybe  some  of  them  should  be  consid¬ 
ered.  The  point  is,  Are  we  going  to  start 
passing  on  the  ones  that  should  be  ex¬ 
empted?  If  we  are  we  are  automatically 
passing  the  heavier  burden  over  to  those 
that  are  not  exempted.  The  Treasury 
Department  made  an  excellent  case  that 
it  needed  extra  employees.-  They  claim 
that  the  more  agents  they  send  out  the 
more  money  is  collected,  and  they  argued 
it  would  be  disruptive  to  their  service  for 
them  to  take  a  cut.  We  get  the  same  kind 
of  arguments  from  all  the  agencies.  The 
point  is,  Where  do  we  start  and  where  do 
we  stop?  I  think  it  is  easier  to  stop  it  be¬ 
fore  we  get  stai’ted. 
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There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  be¬ 
fore  we  adjourn  in  the  next  30  days  we 
are  going  to  have  requests  from  practi¬ 
cally  every  agency  of  the  Government  to 
exempt  it  from  the  rollback  in  employ¬ 
ment  or  reduction  in  expenditures.  That 
is  what  is  involved  here,  because  section 
(a)  would  exempt  the  agency  from  the 
employment  reduction  and  section  (b) 
from  any  decrease  in  expenditures. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr,  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  more  agencies  are  exempt,  the 
greater  the  reduction  will  have  to  come 
from  the  nonexempt  agencies;  and  in 
some  instances,  in  order  to  comply  with 
the  law,  the  reductions  in  the  nonexempt 
agencies  will  have  to  be  so  great  as  to 
destroy  the  ability  of  some  agencies  to 
act? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  was 
the  argument  made  by  the  Director.  That 
is  the  reason  we  felt  discretionary  au¬ 
thority  should  be  given  to  him  in  order 
to  carry  out  this  mandate.  I  do  not  see 
how  we  can  do  otherwise.  I  do  not  think 
it  would  work  if  we  tried  to  do  otherwise. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  appar¬ 
ently  finds  himself  opposed  to  this  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  as  reported  from  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  would  start,  if  I  may,  in  speak¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  as  reported,  and  of  this 
section  in  particular,  by  responding  to 
the  very  fundamental  question  posed  by 
the  Senator  from  Ohio,  and  that  is 
whether  or  not,  if  any  agency  is  ex¬ 
empted,  such  an  exemption  may  not  thus 
automatically  create  a  greater  burden 
for  some  other  agency  by  way  of  an  added 
expenditure  reduction  for  it  in  order  to 
make  up  for  that  which  was  not  reduced 
from  the  exempted  agency.  May  I  say, 
responding  to  the  very  fine  point  raised 
by  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  that  the  an¬ 
swer  is  “No,”  not  in  this  case,  and  this 
strikes  at  the  very  heart  of  the  justifi¬ 
cation  for  this  provision. 

This  is  the  way  in  which  I  view  that 
justification.  The  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  has  two  functions.  One  is  the 
power  function,  the  production  of  elec¬ 
tricity,  which  TVA  generates  and  then 
sells  to  customers.  Customers  pay  their 
monthly  bills,  and  this  money  is  used  by 
TVA  to  operate  and  expand  its  power 
program.  The  other  program  of  TVA  is 
essentially  a  conservation  program.  The 
funds  for  that  function  are  appropriated 
funds. 

In  this  case,  if  the  committee  proposal 
is  adopted,  it  will  simply  mean  that  TVA 
can  keep  and  use  the  money  it  collects 
from  selling  electricity  and  its  own  reve¬ 
nue  bonds.  No  Treasury  funds  are  in¬ 
volved.  If  this  provision  does  not  pass,  the 
net  effect  will  be  that  the  money  collected 
by  TVA  from  the  sale  of  electricity  would 
not  go  to  the  Treasury,  but,  under  the 
TVA  law,  the  money  collected  from  the 
sale  of  electricity  would  simply  accrue  as 
surplus  in  the  treasury  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority. 

Mr.  President,  the  point  I  hope  to  make 
is  this;  The  bill  itself  and  the  report  it- 
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self  make  it  abundantly  clear  that  we  are 
not  trying  to  create  an  exception  to  or 
exemption  from  the  expenditure  control 
proposal  under  the  sponsorship  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  .  On  the  contrary,  the  pending 
bill  and  the  committee  report  are  written 
to  make  it  quite  clear  that  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  will  stand  in  the  same 
position  as .  all  other  Federal  agencies 
when  it  comes  to  the  expenditure  of 
Treasury  funds,  appropriated  moneys,  or 
tax  moneys;  this  provision  of  the  act 
deals  only  with  .the  nontax  revenues  for 
the  nonappropriated  funds,  the  non- 
Treasury  funds,  which  are  derived  from 
the  sale  of  electricity  to  the  citizens  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley  area,  which  covers 
some  several  States,  and  the  sale  of  TVA 
bonds,  which  are  not  U.S.  Government 
securities  and  which  do  not  bear  the 
faith  and  credit  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  but  which  are  secured  entirely  by 
power  sales. 

Mr.  President,  on  March  29,  1968,  this 
matter  was  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate,  at  the  time  that  the  Wil- 
liams-Smathers  proposal  was  first  pend¬ 
ing.  I  offered  at  that  time,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agreed  to,  an  amendment  to  the  Wil- 
liams-Smathers  proposal  that  made  it 
abundantly  clear  that  the  expenditure 
limitations  did  not  apply  to  activities  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  paid  for 
out  of  nonappropriated  funds,  but  would 
apply  to  any  funds  received  by  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority  which  were  ap¬ 
propriated  by  the  Treasury. 

That  amendment,  unfortunately,  was 
stricken  in  conference;  at  that  time  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  agreed  that  it  should  be 
done,  and  as  I  understand  his  argument 
now — and  I  respect  his  point  of  view — he 
says  that  while  the  TVA  situation  may 
have  merit  in  separate  justification,  en¬ 
actment  of  this  provision  might  create  a 
precedent;  that  is,  it  creates  an  excep¬ 
tion  or  an  exemption  for  one  agency, 
which,  in  his  view,  would  lead  to  excep¬ 
tions  or  exemptions  for  other  agencies. 

Mr.  President,  I  most  respectfully  dis¬ 
agree  with  my  colleague  from  Delaware, 
because  I  think  there  is  a  unique  dis¬ 
tinction  between  this  and  all  other  situ¬ 
ations. 

First,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
is  a  corporation.  It  is  chartered  by  Con¬ 
gress,  but  it  is  a  corporation.  The  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority  has  the  dual 
functions  of  power  production  and  con¬ 
servation.  The  power  production  is  a  self- 
sustaining  operation  whereby  the  agency 
generates  power,  sells  it  to  the  public, 
collects  the  proceeds  thereof,  operates 
and  expands  the  system,  and  then  remits 
to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
each  year  a  dividend  representing  a  re¬ 
turn  on  the  original  capital  investment 
made  by  the  U.S.  Government  in  that 
corporation. 

I  reiterate,  for  the  sake  of  emphasis, 
that  the  provisions  of  this  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  in  no  way  exempt  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  from  the  operation  of 
the  Williams-Smathers  amendment,  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  moneys  of  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  are  concerned.  Insofar  as  appropri¬ 


ated  moneys  are  concerned,  TVA  will 
take  its  lumps,  as  it  were,  along  with 
every  other  Federal  agency. 

But  bear  in  mind,  Mr.  President,  that 
Congress  has  mandated  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  as  the  sole  and  only 
supplier  of  electricity  in  the  Tennessee 
Valley  area.  There  is  no  other  source  of 
supply.  And  bear  in  mind  further  that, 
if  the  unintended  effect  of  the  Williams- 
Smathers  amendment — and  I  think  it 
would  be  unintended — were  to  constitute 
a  raid  on  the  nontax  revenues  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  derived  from 
power  operations,  it  would  amount  to 
imposing  a  double  tax  on  the  residents 
of  the  Tennessee  Valley  area,  because  not 
only  would  they  pay  the  10 -percent  sur¬ 
tax;  they  would  also  indirectly  pay  an 
additional  tax,  due  to  the  effort  of  the 
Treasury  to  appropriate  unto  itself  power 
revenues  which  never  belonged  to  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States,  but  which 
were  the  earned  revenues  of  the  TVA 
from  the  operation  of  its  electric  system. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  respectfully  sug¬ 
gest  that  unless  the  bill  as  reported  by 
the  full  Committee  on  Public  Works  is 
accepted,  an  unintended  and  unfortunate 
result  would  ensue. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Do  I  understand  the 
Senator  to  say  that  actually,  for  prac¬ 
tical  purposes,  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  is  really  two  operations,  one 
operation  which  has  supplanted  what 
would  ordinarily  be  a  privately  owned 
power  company,  to  supply  the  power  in 
the  valley — which  was  done  when  the 
Authority  was  set  up  at  the  outset — and 
in  the  second  instance,  it  works  in 
conservation? 

Mr.  BAKER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  With  regard  to  the 
matter  that  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Delaware  worries  about,  all  the 
necessities  of  our  times  would  apply  to 
the  conservation  part? 

Mr.  BAKER.  They  would,  indeed. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  The  Senator  says  that 
it  would  not  and  should  not  apply  to  the 
part  which  is,  in  effect,  substituting  for 
and  operating  as  almost  a  private  power 
company,  being  the  only  power  supplier 
in  the  valley. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  entirely  correct. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  One  further  question. 
Can  the  Senator  furnish  a  breakdown  as 
to  the  number  of  employees  in  each  cate¬ 
gory?  Does  he  have  that  information? 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
have  the  total  number  of  TVA  employees. 
However,  I  would  point  out  that  this  bill 
is  most  carefully  designed  to  apply  only 
to  employees  paid  from  power  revenues — 
that  is,  from  nonappropriated  revenues. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Yes. 

Mr.  BAKER.  And  other  employees, 
those  paid  from  tax  revenues  and  ap¬ 
propriated  funds,  would  be  subject  to  the 
reduction. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 


Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order  so  that  we  may  hear  the 
debate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
point  was  raised  during  the  conference, 
and  it  w&s  pointed  out  that  there  was 
no  separation,  as  far  as  the  budget  is 
concerned,  between  whether  a  given  em¬ 
ployee  is  working  under  the  power  sys¬ 
tem  of  TVA  or  whether  he  is  working 
under  the  soil  conservation.  There  is  no 
way  these  can  be  distinguished.  The  em¬ 
ployees  are  not  separated.  Perhaps  it 
should  have  been  done,  but  it  operates 
as  one  corporation. 

I  point  out  to  the  Senator  that  there 
is  nothing  in  this  amendment  intended 
to  disrupt  the  operations  of  the  TVA; 
not  at  all.  I  respect  that  agency.  The 
amendment  merely  states  that  we  do  not 
single  this  agency  out  for  any  more  of  an 
exception  than  we  are  going  to  make 
as  to  any  other  Government  agency, 
whether  it  be  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion,  the  TVA,  HEW,  or  any  of  the 
others.  The  Federal  Reserve  Board,  the 
Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board,  and 
all  the  various  boards  came  before  the 
committee,  and  practically  every  agency, 
before  it  was  through,  felt  it  had  a  par¬ 
ticular  excuse  as  to  why  it  should  not 
be  covered.  We  gave  to  the  Director  of 
the  Budget  the  discretionary  authority 
to  make  the  cuts  where  he  thought  they 
could  best  be  made  without  disrupting 
the  regular  course  of  the  Government. 

This  is  but  one  of  several  proposals  to 
write  in  exceptions.  Once  we  write  in  one 
exception,  how  can  we  stop  writing  in 
the  next  one?  That  is  the  problem  we 
are  confronted  with. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  remarks  of  my  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Delaware.  However,  I 
would  respectfully  take  exception  to  this 
extent:  The  manpower  or  personnel 
requirements  of  the  Williams-Smathers 
amendment  are  mandatory,  with  the 
exception  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
can  substitute  positions  from  one  agency 
to  another. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct.  The  rollback  is  mandatory. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  matter  that  is  so 
vitally  important  to  the  Tennessee  Val¬ 
ley  Authority  is  that  a  year  ago  they  had 
planned  but  did  not  have  underway  a 
construction  program  for  the  expansion 
of  their  electric  system.  Now  they  do. 
If  they  have  to  roll  back  to  the  number 
of  men  and  women  employees  at  a  corre¬ 
sponding  time  in  1967 — with  many  of 
these  particular  employees  employed  as 
temporary  construction  employees  to 
build  additions  to  the  power  system — 
then  it  will  have  the  effect  of  impinging 
directly  on  that  part  of  the  system  which 
does  not  have  a  thing  to  do  with  appro¬ 
priated  funds. 

The  heart  of  the  matter,  simply  put, 
is  that  it  is  not  an  exception  to  the 
Williams-Smathers  proposal,  and,  as  I 
believe  the  Senator  from  Delaware  will 
agree,  it  was  never  intended  that  the 
Williams-Smathers  amendment  would 
constitute  a  raid  on  the  self-supporting 
portion  of  the  TVA  electrical  operation. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  was 
not  so  intended,  nor  will  it  be  so  now. 
Even  under  this  proposal  there  is  no 
reason  for  that  to  occur,  unless  we  as¬ 
sume  that  we  will  have  sitting  in  the 
office  of  the  Director  of  the  Budget  a  man 
who  would  deliberately  single  this  agency 
out  and  make  a  raid  upon  it.  That  can 
conceivably  happen  to  any  agency  of  the 
Government,  regardless  of  what  it  is. 

But  if  that  should  happen  let  us  get 
a  new  Director  of  the  Budget,  because 
the  argument  that  it  is  going  to  disrupt 
the  services  of  this  particular  depart¬ 
ment  because  the  Director  of  the  Budget 
can,  if  he  so  elects,  put  more  of  the  cuts 
under  this  agency  than  some  other 
agency,  can  be  made  with  equal  validity 
as  to  any  agency  of  the  Government.  If 
that  is  the  argument,  then  go  ahead  and 
repeal  the  whole  proposal  contained  in 
the  Williams-Smathers  amendment. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  is  recognized. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  for 
making  a  very  clear  and  concise  state¬ 
ment  and  presentation  on  this  relatively 
small  problem  in  the  entire  picture  of  the 
operations.  However,  it  is  highly  impor¬ 
tant  in  this  particular  field. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  serve  on 
the  Appropriations  Committee  for  a  good 
number  of  years.  Back  in  the  old  days, 
all  funds  for  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  were  appropriated  funds.  How¬ 
ever,  very  properly,  I  think  5  or  10  years 
ago,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  was 
told,  in  effect,  that  they  would  have  to 
stand  on  their  own  feet,  produce  their 
own  revenue,  issue  their  own  bonds,  and 
pay  interest  on  those  bonds  as  well  as 
the  return.  That  was  for  the  power 
program. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senator  is  entirely 
correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  proposal  here  applies  only,  as  I 
understand  it,  to  those  employees  in¬ 
volved  in  the  power  program  in  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

On  page  118,  section  209  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  we  took,  I  think,  great 
case  to  point  out  that  this  provision  of 
the  bill  is  to  clarify  the  fact  that  the 
recently  enacted  Revenue  and  Expendi¬ 
ture  Control  Act  of  1968,  which  is  the 
Williams-Smathers  amendment,  was  in¬ 
tended  to  make  a  distinction  between  the 
power  program  and  the  parts  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  operations 
which  are  funded  from  general  appro¬ 
priations. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  It  is  clear  that  the  pend¬ 
ing  proposal  would  not  apply  to  ap¬ 
propriated  funds. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  As  one  of  the  original 
backers  of  the  Williams-Smathers 
amendment  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
I  thought  the  matter  was  made  clear  at 
that  time.  I  thought  it  was  clear  that 
we  were  talking  about  appropriated 
money  and  were  trying  to  reduce  the 
appropriated  funds  and  trying  to  get 
nearer  a  balanced  budget.  The  measure 
had  the  tax  feature  included,  too. 


I  would  think  it  is  contrary  to  the 
spirit,  if  not  the  letter,  of  the  Williams- 
Smathers  amendment  to  reach  out  now 
in  a  revenue-producing  area  and  try  to 
talk  about  reducing  appropriations.  It 
just  does  not  fit  the  situation. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi.  He  has  made  a  very  clear 
and  entirely  accurate  statement  of  the 
situation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  presentation  and  for 
his  fine  knowledge  of  this  problem. 

I  trust  that  under  the  guise  of  dealing 
with  appropriations  and  concerning  our¬ 
selves  with  the  Williams-Smathers 
amendment — which  I  certainly  want  to 
see  carried  out,  and  we  will  all  have  to 
take  our  part  of  cuts  wherever  they  hit — 
the  Senate  will  not  see  fit  to  transgress 
into  these  other  matters  that  were  not 
intended  to  be  reached. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  is  it  not  true 
that  the  day  the  act  was  passed  in  1959, 
the  TVA  owned  and  financed  its  own 
power  program  and  turned  money  into 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  and 
amortized  the  investment  which  the 
Government  had  made  in  the  past? 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  is  entirely  correct. 

The  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  has 
always  made  a  very  substantial  payment, 
indeed,  into  the  Federal  Treasury  for 
general  use. 

The  distinction  is  very  important.  We 
are  not  dealing  here  with  a  cut  in  appro¬ 
priated  funds  to  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority.  We  are  dealing  with  money 
that  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
earns  and  part  of  which  it  then  pays  to 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  as  a 
dividend. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect.  It  has  nothing  whatsoever  to  do 
with  the  appropriation  of  any  money  or 
funds  out  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States.  It  only  has  to  do  with  funds  that 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  collects 
from  the  sale  of  the  power.  The  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority  uses  the  money 
collected  from  the  sale  of  this  power  for 
the  operation  of  the  power  program  and 
uses  it  also  to  pay  the  Federal  Treasury 
and  amortize  the  past  investments  made 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  Senator  is  entirely 
correct.  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama. 

Mr.  President,  I  never  intended — and 
I  do  not  believe  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  ever  intended — that  the  Reve¬ 
nue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 
should  apply  to  funds  which  are  not  ap¬ 
propriated  funds. 

Unless  the  pending  bill  is  passed  as 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  there  is  a  substantial  danger  that 
it  will  apply  to  nonappropriated  funds 
and  that  it  will,  in  effect,  require  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  level  of  expenditures  of 
internal  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
funds.  It  would  not  improve  the  budg¬ 
etary  situation  of  the  U.S.  Government 
one  bit.  It  would  not  make  any  differ¬ 
ence  one  way  or  the  other,  because  even 
if  we  were  to  roll  back  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  power  expenditures,  the 
money  would  not  go  into  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States.  It  would  simply 
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accrue  as  a  surplus  in  the  treasury  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  resulting 
from  the  sale  of  electricity  to  the  general 
public. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  pending  bill  as  reported  by  the 
committee  is  not  to  create  an  exception, 
but  rather  to  make  it  clear,  so  that  there 
can  be  no  doubt,  that  the  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968  does  not  apply  to 
nonappropriated  funds  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority,  nor  to  the  personnel 
paid  from  those  funds  which  were  earned 
from  the  sale  of  electricity  and  not  from 
funds  appropriated  from  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  the  following  bill  and 
joint  resolution  of  the  Senate,  each  with 
an  amendment,  in  which  it  requested 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

S.  2701.  An  act  to  provide  for  sale  or  ex¬ 
change  of  isolated  tracts  of  tribal  lands  on 
"the  Flathead  Reservation,  Mont.;  and 

S.J.  Res.  157.  Joint  resolution  to  supple¬ 
ment  Public  Law  87-734  and  Public  Law 
87-735  which  took  title  to  certain  lands  in 
the  Lower  Brule  and  Crow  Creek  Indian 
Reservations. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  17734)  making  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1968,  and  for  other  purposes; 
that  the  House  receded  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  3,  19,  and  26  to  the  bill,  and 
"concurred  therein,  and  that  the  House 
receded  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered  1, 
6,  14,  20,  21,  22,  and  25  to  the  bill,  and 
concurred  therein,  severally  with  an 
amendment,  in  which  it  requested  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  a  concurrent 
resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  792)  providing 
Vor  the  adjournment  of  the  two  Houses 
nsom  Wednesday,  July  3,  1968  to  July  8, 
1958,  in  which  it  requested  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  Senate. 

TheSmessage  also  announced  that  the 
House  Bad  passed  the  following  bills,  in 
which  itNrequested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate! 

H.R.  13844.  Am  act  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  tos.  provide  additional  leave  of 
absence  for  Federal  employees  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  funerals  of  their  immediate 
relatives  who  died  Vhile  on  duty  with  the 
Armed  Forces  and  in,  connection  with  cer¬ 
tain  duty  performed  fty  such  employees  as 
members  of  the  Armed  forces  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents  or  the  National  Guard,  and  for 
other  purposes;  \ 

H.R.  14005.  An  act  to  authorize  the  dispo¬ 
sition  by  the  city  of  Hot  Splsjngs,  Ark.,  or 
certain  property  heretofore  con\eyed  to  the 
city  by  the  United  States,  and\  for  other 
purposes;  ,  \ 

H.R.  14205.  An  act  to  provide  for  \he  dis¬ 
position  of  funds  appropriated  to  Vay  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  Creek  Nation  of 
Indian  Claims  Commission  docket  No.  21,  smd 
for  other  purposes;  \ 
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,H.B.  16211.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  dispo¬ 
sition  of  funds  appropriated  to  pay  a  judg¬ 
ment  in  favor  of  the  Creek  Nation  of  In- 
diansVin  Indian  Claims  Commission  docket 
No.  276vand  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  18402.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
position  ot.  funds  appropriated  to  pay  a  judg¬ 
ment  in  favor  of  the  Creek  Nation  of  In¬ 
dians  in  Indian  Claims  Commission  docket 
No.  337,  and  fokother  purposes; 

H.R.  17524.  An  act  to  amend  section  502 
of  the  Merchant  ^Marine  Act,  1936,  relating 
to  construction-differential  subsidies;  and 
H.R.  17873.  An  act\to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  to  xjlarify  responsibilities 
relating  to  providing  frke  and  reduced-price 
lunches  and  preventing  discrimination 
against  chiildren,  to  revise  the  program 
matching  requirements,  toNstrengthen  the 
nutrition  training  and  education  benefits 
of  the  program,  and  otherwise  to  strengthen 
school  food  service  programs  fftf  children. 
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MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Hackney,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  'that  the 
Ho>fse  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 


ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1401)  to  amend  title  I  of  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  3639)  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  public  health  by  amending  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to 
consolidate  certain  provisions  assuring 
the  safety  and  effectiveness  of  new  ani¬ 
mal  drugs,  and  for  other  purposes. 


The  message  further  announced  tf 
the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature 
the  following  enrolled  joint  resolutions: 

H.J.  Res.  1111.  Joint  resolution  granting 
the  consent  of  Congress  to  certain  addi¬ 
tional  powers  conferred  upon  the  Kansas 
City  Area  Transportation  Authority  by  the 
States  of  Kansas  and  Missouri;  and 

H.J.  Res.  1302.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
the  President  to  issue  a  proclamation  desig¬ 
nating  the  week  of  October  13,  1968,  as 
“Salute  to  Eisenhower  Week.” 


HOUSE  BILLS  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  severally  read 
twice  by  their  titles  and  referred  as  in¬ 
dicated: 

H.R.  13844.  An  act  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  additional  leave  of 
absence  for  Federal  employees  in  connection 
with  the  funerals  of  their  immediate  rela¬ 
tives  who  died  while  on  duty  with  the  Armed 
Forces  and  in  connection  with  certain  duty 
performed  by  such  employees  as  members  of 
the  Armed  Forces  Reserve  components  or  the 
National  Guard,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

H.R.  14005.  An  act  to  authorize  the  dis¬ 
position  by  the  city  of  Hot  Springs,  Ark.,  or 
certain  property  heretofore  conveyed  to  the 
city  by  the  United  States,  and  for  other 
purposes; 

H.R.  14205.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  funds  appropriated  to  pay  a  juds 
ment  in  favor  of  the  Creek  Nation  of  Indians 
in  Indian  Claims  Commission  docket  Npf  21, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  16211.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  funds  appropriated  to  pay  a  judg¬ 
ment  in  favor  of  the  Creek  Nation/bf  Indians 
in  Indian  Claims  Commission  docket  No.  276, 
and  for  other  purposes;  and 

H.R.  16402.  .An  act  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  funds  appropriated  to  pay  a  judg¬ 
ment  in  favor  of  the  Delaware  Nation  of  In¬ 
dians  in  Indian  Claims  vCommission  docket 
No.  337,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  aM  Insular  Affairs. 

H.R.  17524,  An  act/to  amend  section  502  of 
the  Merchant  Mar/he  Act,  1936,  relating  to 
construction -differential  subsidies;  to  the 
Committee  on  Q6mmerce. 


RESTRICTION  ON  DISPOSITION  OF 

LANDS  UNDER  NATIONAL  WILD¬ 
LIFE  REFUGE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a  message 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  on 
S.  322. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Spong  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  amendment  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  to  the  bill  (S.  322)  to  restrict 
the  disposition  of  lands  acquired  as  part 
the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System, 
wiHph  was,  on  page  1,  line  5,  strike  ouj 
all  after  “sentences:”  over  through  auu 
incluaipg  “fund.”  on  page  2,  line  10,  ^md 
insert : 

No  acquired  lands  which  are  or  become  a 
part  of  thek  System  may  be  transferred  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  under  any  provision  of 
law  (except  off  exchange  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  (3)  \rf  this  section^  unless  (1) 
the  Secretary  of  toe  Interior  determines  after 
consultation  with  Vhe  Migratory  Bird  Con¬ 
servation  Commission  that/^uch  lands  are  no 
longer  needed  for  the  purposes  for  which  the 
System  was  establishecyvand  (2)  such  lands 
are  transferred  or  otherwise  disposed  of  for 
an  amount  not  less  than  ( AJ  the  acquisition 
costs  of  such  land*  in  the  rase  of  lands  of 
the  System  which  were  purchased  by  the 
United  States  vhth  funds  from  me  migratory 
bird  conservation  fund,  or  (B)  tne  fair  mar¬ 
ket  value  of/such  lands  (as  detemiined  by 
the  Secretary  as  of  the  date  of  the^transfer 
or  disposal) ,  in  the  case  of  lands  of  the  Sys¬ 
tem  whhm  were  donated  to  the  Systeim^Tlie 
Secretary  shall  pay  into  the  migratory 
conservation  fund  the  aggregate  amount 
proceeds  of  any  transfer  or  disposal  re5 
red  to  in  the  preceding  sentence. 
rSEC.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  the  first 
^section  of  this  Act  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  transfers  and  disposals  of  land 
initiated  and  completed  after  the  date  of 
their  enactment. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1968— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  17734)  making 
supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  for 
other  purposes,  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Spong  in  the  chair).  The  report  will  be 
read  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 


The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  they 
report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  1,  1968,  pp.  H5f!06- 
H5807,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objectiom/the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  so  that 
Senators  will  know  that/a  new  matter  is 
before  the  Senate  for  consideration,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  without 
losing  my  right  to/ne  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  iyso  ordered.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  ass^tant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  tOyCall  the  roll. 

Mr.  BASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unaniplous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  will  state  it. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  What  is  the  pending 
business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  the  consideration  of 
the  conference  report  on  H.R.  17734. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  the  new 
obligational  authority  requested  by  the 
administration  in  this  bill  was  $6,738,- 
000,000,  and  the  final  conference  figure 
on  new  obligational  authority  is  $6,295,- 
000,000.  In  addition,  transfers  and  re¬ 
leases  requested  in  this  bill  totaled 
$2,979,000,000,  and  the  final  authority 
granted  in  this  respect  is  $2,723,000,000. 

By  far  the  largest  items  in  the  bill 
were  in  chapter  II  for  Department  of 
Defense  military  activities. 

For  manpower  development  and 
training  activities  under  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  an  appropriation  of  $13 
million  has  been  agreed  to  in  conference. 
This  is  one  of  the  items  which  contrib¬ 
uted  to  the  delay  in  the  urgent  supple- 
lental  appropriation  bill,  which  passed 
Senate  on  March  11  and  which,  for 
allV>ractical  purposes,  is  now  extinct, 
sincedhe  items  in  that  bill  have  been  dis¬ 
posed W  in  other  bills. 

Another  item  which  contributed  to  the 
delay  on  Nthe  urgent  supplemental  bill 
was  the  Headstart  program.  The  con¬ 
ference  agreement  on  the  present  bill 
allows  $5  million  additional  to  be  avail¬ 
able  for  the  Headstart  program  this  sum¬ 
mer  during  the\nonths  of  July  and 
August. 

Inasmuch  as  the  'Vail  provided  funds 
for  fiscal  year  1968  and  it  is  now  fiscal 
year  1969,  a  validatings,  clause  was  in¬ 
serted  in  the  bill  in  conference  extending 
the  availability  therein  for\5  days  after 
the  date  of  approval  of  thisyact  by  the 
President  unless  a  longer  pen^d  is  spe¬ 
cifically  provided  in  the  bill. 

There  are  many' items  in  the  b'Hl,  and 
I  shall  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions 
which  any  Senator  may  have  with  ve- 
spect  to  them. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  th 
Senator  yield? 
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diligent  work  for  the  funds  put  in  this 
Supplemental  bill.  I  was  the  author  of  an 
amendment  to  provide  $25  million  for 
thN  Headstart  program.  That  was  cut 
back\by  the  conferees  to  $5  million.  In 
my  opinion,  that  was  a  devastating  cut. 
It  is  allv  the  more  devastating  to  deny 
Heads  tarbrohildren  $25  million  while  vot¬ 
ing  $12  billion  for  highway  construction, 
$2  billion  fo*  public  works,  and  untold 
billions  for  thVwar  in  Vietnam. 

I  know  that  vhe  Senator  from  Florida 
had  great  difficulty  in  saving  even  that 
$5  million,  because^  was  a  conferee  on 
the  first  supplemental,  and  the  House 
conferees  would  not  put  one  red  cent  in 
the  bill  for  the  Job  Corns,  for  summer 
job  work,  or  for  Headstart  money.  What 
was  saved  here  was  saved  bw  the  Senate 
conferees.  \ 

So  even  with  the  drastic  reduction  in 
funds  for  summer  jobs,  and  th\  80-per¬ 
cent  reduction  for  Headstart,  I  \unpli- 
ment  the  Senator  from  Florida^  for 
saving  anything.  The  House  confNpes 
deadlocked  that  first  conference  wNh 
after  week  because  they  would  not  votA 
anything  for  summer  jobs  or  for  Head¬ 
start.  So  whatever  is  in  here,  however 
small  the  amount,  is  a  tribute  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida.  At  least  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  saved  $5  million  to  help  some 
children  in  Headstart,  and  $13  million  to 
help  some  young  people  with  summer 
jobs.  Having  served  on  the  first  confer¬ 
ence,  I  know  how  the  House  conferees 
would  pick  up  their  papers  and  say,  “We 
are  through  indefinitely;  no  use  meeting 
again  if  you  are  going  to  insist  on  put¬ 
ting  any  Headstart  or  Job  Corps  money 
in  this.” 

It  is  hard  to  get  anything  for  chil¬ 
dren.  It  is  easy  to  get  concrete  and  weap¬ 
ons,  but  to  get  a  few  measly  dollars  for 
little  children  is  almost  impossible  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  The  House 
of  Representatives  cuts  out  every  cent 
for  the  bilingual  education  program  that 
would  have  helped  3  million  children 
from  non-English-speaking  homes.  Now 
they  have  cut  the  $25  for  Headstart  to  $5 
million.  But  think  of  the  $12  billion  we 
voted  for  highways  yesterday,  with  more 
billions  coming  for  public  works, 
billions  for  weapons  to  destroy  other 
countries.  / 

Mr.  President,  what  is  the  state  en  this 
Nation,  when  Congress  will  vote  >iothing 
for  children,  but  billions  on  bhfions  for 
big  fat  contracts  to  carry  an  an  un¬ 
necessary  war  overseas?  / 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  Pre^fdent,  I  would 
like  to  accept  those  gracious  thanks  from 
the  Senator  from  Texas,  but  I  cannot 
properly  do  it.  If  I  was  entitled  to  any 
credit  at  all,  it  w^s  simply  because  I 
would  not  agree  /o  the  House  position 
throughout  that4ong  and  difficult  con¬ 
ference.  We  ar/ ending,  now,  on  a  pleas¬ 
ant  note  on  ar  subsequent  conference  on 
a  different  lull.  That  is  the  second  sup¬ 
plemental/' for  1968,  which  has  been 
handledin  conference  by  our  able  friend, 
the  seal  or  Senator  from  Rhode  Island, 
and  Vnope  that  the  Senator  from  Texas 
will/realize  that  his  full  mede  of  ap¬ 
preciation  and  gratitude  should  go  to  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
transfer  it  over.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 
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Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  and  myself. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  saw  the  other  conference 
die  rather  than  yield  to  the  House  posi¬ 
tion  against  these  children.  It  was  only 
by  his  unwillingness  to  yield  then  that 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  has 
saved  anything  here. 

I  divide  my  accolade  between  the  two 
Senators. 


PUBLIC  WORKS  AUTHORIZATIONS, 

1968,  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS— 

FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  MULTIPLE- 

PURPOSE  PROJECTS 

Tht  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3710)  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  cer¬ 
tain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors 
for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  send  to  the  desk  an  amendment 
and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows; 

On  page  33,  beginning  with  line  21,  strike 
out  all  down  to  and  including  line  13  on  page 
34. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered.  ♦ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  rejection  of  the  pending 
amendment  would  mean  that  we  would 
be  eliminating  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority,  by  legislation  from  any  effect  it 
may  have  on  the  Federal  budget  or  its 
ability  to  expand  its  employment. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  there 
are  several  corporations  in  a  similar  ca¬ 
pacity  that  are  operating  on  the  same 
basis. 

I  refer  to  the  Export-Import  Bank. 
The  FDIC  has  no  Govrenment  money  in¬ 
volved.  That  is  also  included  in  the  re¬ 
ductions.  There  is  the  Farm  Home  Loan 
Board,  and  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  with  its  1,730  Government  em¬ 
ployees.  That  Board  is  not  functioning 
with  Government  money.  It  is  run  with 
revenues  derived  from  the  employee  and 
employer. 

We  have  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Board  and  many  of  these  trust  funds. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  so  that  I  may  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  one  provision  in  this  bill  at¬ 
tempts  to  undo  much  of  what  the  Con¬ 
gress  recently  did  in  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968.  This 
particular  amendment  is  merely  a  foot 
in  the  door  for  what  will  come  later  if  we 
allow  this  provision  to  stay  in  this  pub¬ 
lic  works  authorization  bill. 

I  am  referring  to  the  provision  which 


removes  TV  A  employees  paid  out  of  pow¬ 
er  revenues  from  the  employee  ceiling 
provision  recently  provided  in  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act, 
and  also  to  the  succeeding  language 
which  removes  expenditures  made  by  the 
TV A  out  of  power  revenue  from  the  $6 
billion  expenditure  limitation  and  also 
the  $10  billion  obligational  reduction 
which  also  were  included  in  the  act  that 
I  have  just  referred  to. 

The  procedure  to  be  followed  in  de¬ 
stroying  the  effectiveness  of  these  provi¬ 
sions  is  all  too  clear.  First,  TVA  employ- 
nees  or  TVA  expenditures  or  obligational 
authority  are  removed  from  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  these  provisions  and  then  some 
similar  exception  is  made  for  another 
group  of  employees  or  expenditures  or 
obligations,  until  the  provisions  are  so 
riddled  with  exceptions  that  they  no 
longer  assure  us  the  employee  reductions 
or  the  expenditure  or  obligational  cuts 
Congress  provided  in  connection  with 
/the  tax  increase  so  recently  provided. 

I  realize  that  the  TVA  employees  or 
appropriations  are  described  as  being 
just  a  minor  exception  to  the  major  pro¬ 
visions,  but  they  most  clearly  and  cer¬ 
tainly  represent  the  first  attempt  to 
break  through  these  employee  and  ex¬ 
penditure  reductions.  If  we  allow  the  line 
to  be  broken  at  this  point,  you  can  be 
sure  that  others  will  take  advantage  of 
it  to  break  the  line  in  the  case  of  other 
agencies.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  amendment  is  of  major 
importance  and  should  be  defeated  by 
those  who  previously  voted  for  the  ex¬ 
penditure  limitation  and  employee  ceil¬ 
ing.  To  permit  an  exception  here  will 
almost  certainly  lead  to  other  exceptions 
later  on. 

Some  will  say  that  this  is  nothing  more 
than  restoring  the  Senate  amendments 
which  were  included  in  the  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act.  In  the  case  of  the  employee 
limitation,  this  is,  of  course,  true;  but 
this  is  not  true  in  the  case  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  relating  to  expenditure  or  obli¬ 
gational  cuts. 

Let  me  deal  first  with  the  matter  of 
the  employee  ceiling.  The  Senate  version 
contained  a  series  of  exceptions  to  the 
employee  ceiling,  one  for  Defense  De¬ 
partment  employees,  another  for  Post 
Office  employees,  another  for  FBI  em¬ 
ployees,  another  for  CIA  employees,  and 
the  one  for  TVA  employees  paid  out  of 
power  revenues.  When  this  was  consid¬ 
ered  in  conference,  both  the  conferees 
and  the  Budget  Director  concluded  that 
to  make  an  employee  ceiling  work  effec¬ 
tively  it  should  apply  across  the  board 
without  exceptions.  It  was  for  this  rea¬ 
son  that  all  of  the  exceptions  in  this 
provision  were  deleted.  It  is  also  impor¬ 
tant  to  realize  that  the  agreement 
reached  by  the  conferees  permitted  the 
filling  of  three  out  of  four  instead  of  two 
out  of  four  vacancies,  and  that  this  was 
a  direct  concession  for  the  removing  of 
these  exemptions.  Now  this  provision  we 
have  before  us  would  start  restoring 
these  exceptions  without  restoring  the 
provision  requiring  that  only  two  out  of 
four  vacancies  be  filled. 

How  can  we  justify  picking  out  TVA 
employees  and  making  an  exception  for 
them  when  all  other  Federal  employees, 
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including  those  of  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment,  the  FBI,  the  CIA,  and  the  Post 
Office,  are  under  the  limitation?  It  can¬ 
not  be  done. 

One  argument  that  is  sometimes  made 
is  that  since  these  employees  are  not  paid 
out  of  appropriated  funds  it  makes  no 
difference  in  the  budget  whether  addi¬ 
tional  revenues  are  spent  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  or  not.  This,  of  course,  is  not  true, 
because  revenues  of  the  TVA  in  excess 
of  those  spent  are,  in  effect,  the  debt  of 
the  United  States  since  borrowings  by 
the  TVA  are  reduced  by  any  excess  of 
power  revenues  they  may  have. 

Still  another  factor  that  needs  to  be 
realized  is  that  the  act  which  Congress 
passed  gives  the  Budget  Director  the 
authority  to  permit  higher  rates  of  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  TVA  if  he  thinks  this 
is  in  the  interests  of  efficient  Govern¬ 
ment  operation  and  if  he  will  hold  down 
employment  in  some  other  agency  by  a 
like  amount.  As  a  result,  let  me  point 
out  that  the  result  desired  here  will  be 
obtained  under  present  law  if  this  leads 
to  more  efficient  Government  operation. 

In  the  case  of  the  expenditure  and 
obligational  exceptions  provided  for  the 
TVA  here,  let  me  point  out  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  before  us  goes  beyond  the  original 
Senate  amendments  with  respect  to  TVA 
employees.  Under  the  earlier  Senate  pro¬ 
vision,  increases  in  TVA  expenditures  or 
obligations  above  the  expenditure  ceiling 
or  above  the  obligational  ceiling  were 
excepted  from  the  $6  billion  expenditure 
cut  and  the  $10  billion  obligational  cut. 
This  amendment,  however,  goes  further 
than  this  and  even  removes  from  the 
application  of  the  expenditure  provision 
and  obligational  provision  amounts  pres- 
'  ently  included  in  the  budget  for  TVA  to 
the  extent  paid  for  from  power  revenues. 
In  other  words,  this  not  only  excepts 
future  increases  from  these  limitations 
but  also  the  present  budgetary  proposals 
from  the  limitations.  There  is  no  justi¬ 
fication  for  making  exceptions  in  these 
cases,  and  I  can  only  say  that  a  vote  for 
this  provision  or  against  my  amendment 
striking  out  this  provision  is  a  vote  to 
begin  overturning  the  expenditure  limi¬ 
tation  and  obligational  cut  Congress  so 
recently  imposed. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  desire  to  continue  the  discussion 
upon  this  matter.  It  has  been  thoroughly 
documented  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  and  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee,  speaking  not  only  for  himself,  but 
also  for  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
has  presented  his  argument,  and  the 
matter  has  been  thoroughly  considered. 
The  debate  has  been  helpful.  The  Sen¬ 
ators  who  have  been  present  to  listen  to 
the  debate  are  more  knowledgeable  on 
the  matter.  I  have  no  desire  to  do  any¬ 
thing  other  than  to  bring  the  matter 
to  a  vote. 

I  am  grateful  again,  as  I  said  yesterday, 
for  the  continuing  attention  to  these 
matters  by  Senators  who  are  not  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  committee.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  not  a  member  of  our  com¬ 
mittee,  but  he  checks  on  what  we  are 
doing  in  these  legislative  matters  and 


gives  us  an  opportunity  for  debate  and  a 
vote  on  rollcall,  such  as  we  will  now  have. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  thank  the  Senator.  It  has 
been  argued  that  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  does  its  own  financing.  How¬ 
ever,  even  though  it  has  its  own  bonds 
those  funds  are  included  and  counted  as 
a  part  of  the  obligation  of  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  the  property  owned  by  the 
U.S.  Government  backs  up  the  payment 
of  those  bonds  so  that  they  are  included 
as  a  part  of  the  debt  and  are  guaranteed 
by  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  President,  I  said  that  I  was  ready 
“for  a  vote.  However,  I  have  had  a  request 
to  the  effect  that  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  wants  a  short  quorum  call  so  that 
he  may  have  the  opportunity  to  make  a 
few  brief  remarks. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  did  not  want  to 
hurry  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Do  I  correctly  understand 
that  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered 
on  the  Williams  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  understanding  is  correct. 

Mr.  BAKER.  And  the  amendment  is  to 
the  bill  as  reported,  and  it  would  strike 
the  TVA  language? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Moss 
in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Inouye],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magntjson],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Ervin],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy],  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff], 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff],  and 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Tydings]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senators  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper 
and  Mr.  Morton],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Fannin],  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  and 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  7, 


nays  59,  as  follows: 

[No.  205  Leg.] 

Bennett 

YEAS— 7 

Curtis 

Thurmond 

Byrd,  Va. 

Pastore 

Williams,  Del. 

Cotton 

NAYS— 59 

Aiken 

Hatfield 

Murphy 

Allott 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Nelson 

Baker 

Hill 

Pearson 

Bayh 

Holland 

Percy 

Boggs 

Hollings 

Prouty 

Brooke 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Randolph 

Case 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Church 

Jordan, Idaho 

Smith 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Spong 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Stennis 

Dominick 

McGee 

Symington 

Ellender 

McIntyre 

Talmadge 

Griffin 

Metcalf 

Tower 

Gruening 

Miller 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hansen 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hart 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Bartlett 

Fong 

McCarthy 

Bible 

Fulbright 

McGovern 

Brewster 

Gore 

Montoya 

Burdick 

Hruska 

Morse 

Cannon 

Inouye 

Morton 

Carlson 

Kennedy 

Pell 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Cooper 

'  Lausche 

Russell 

Eastland 

Long,  Mo. 

Smathers 

Ervin 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Fannin 

Magnuson 

Tydings 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of 

Delaware  was  rejected. 
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LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  majority  leader  about  the 
session  tomorrow  and  the  business  that 
will  be  considered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  the  question  raised  by  the 
distinguished  minority  leader,  when  we 
complete  our  business  this  afternoon  the 
Senate  will  adjourn  until  9  o’clock  to¬ 
morrow  morning.  It  is  anticipated  that 
Calendar  No.  1312,  H.R.  12120,  the  so- 
called  juvenile  delinquency  control  bill 
will  be  laid  before  the  Senate  this  eve¬ 
ning  and  discussed,  and  I  hope  disposed 
of  tomorrow. 

It  is  anticipated  that  when  the  pend¬ 
ing  business  today  is  disposed  of,  the 
land  and  water  conservation  conference 
report  will  be  taken  up.  In  addition,  there 
will  be  a  number  of  other  bills  taken  up 
during  the  course  of  tomorrow.  Provid¬ 
ing  the  juvenile  delinquency  control  bill 
is  disposed  of  tomorrow,  the  pending 
business  for  Monday  next  will  be  the  leg¬ 
islative  appropriation  bill. 

Let  me  say  that  there  is  the  serious 
expectation  that  rollcall  votes  will  occur 
tomorrow,  that  amendments  will  be  of¬ 
fered  that  could  very  well  precipitate 
that  end  result.  I  make  this  statement 
just  to  put  the  Senate  on  notice. 


ADJOURNMENT  OF  THE  TWO 

HOUSES  FROM  WEDNESDAY,  JULY 

3,  1968.  UNTIL  12  NOON  MONDAY, 

JULY  8,  1968 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  time,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  792. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Senate  concurring.  That  when  the  two 
Houses  adjourn  on  Wednesday,  July  3,  1968, 
they  stand  adjourned  until  12  o’clock 
meridian,  Monday,  July  8,  1968. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  792)  was 
considered  and  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  resolution 
was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


PUBLIC  WORKS  AUTHORIZATIONS, 
1968,  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS— 
FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  MULTIPLE- 
PURPOSE  PROJECTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (S.  3710)  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  one  more  amendment 
which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have 
stated. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  fur¬ 
ther  reading  of  the  amendment  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion,  as  follows: 

“Sec.  — .  Moratorium  on  public  works  proj¬ 
ects. 

“(a)  (1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  no  Federal  department  or  agency 
shall,  during  the  period  in  which  this  sec¬ 
tion  is  in  effect— 

“(A)  initiate  the  planning  or  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  public  works  project  (including 
projects  for  recreational  facilities  but  ex¬ 
cluding  projects  for  highways),  or 

“(B)  make  any  grant  to  any  State  or 
local  government  agency  for  initiating  the 
planning  or  construction  of  any  such  pub¬ 
lic  works  project. 

“(2)  Upon  request  of  the  head  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  department  or  agency  concerned,  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning 
shall  investigate  a  public  works  project  with 
respect  to  which  paragraph  (1)  applies  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the 
delay  in  planning  or  construction  of  such 
public  works  project  required  by  paragraph 
(1)  will  cause  irreparable  damage  to  the 
public  health  or  welfare.  If  with  respect  to 
any  planning  or  construction  of  any  such 
public  works  project,  the  Director  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  delay  will  cause  such  ir¬ 
reparable  damage,  paragraph  (1)  shall  cease 
to  apply  with  respect  to  such  planning  or 
construction  effective  on  the  date  on  which 
the  Director  publishes  such  determination. 

“(3)  The  Director  shall  report,  from  time 
to  time,  the  results  of  his  investigations  and 
determinations  under  paragraph  (2)  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress. 

“(b)(1)  The  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Planning  shall  make  an  investiga¬ 
tion  of  all  public  works  projects  (including 
projects  for  recreational  facilities  but  exclud¬ 
ing  highway  projects),  the  planning  or  con¬ 
struction  of  which  has  been  initiated  on  or 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
and  is  being  carried  out  by  a  Federal  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  or  by  a  State  or  local  govern¬ 
ment  agency  with  Federal  assistance,  for  the 
purpose  Of  determining  what  planning  and 
construction  on  such  public  works  projects 
can  be  temporarily  halted  without  causing 
irreparable  damage  to  the  public  health  or 
welfare. 

“(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  no  Federal  department  or  agency 
shall — 

'  “(A)  continue  any  planning  or  construc¬ 
tion,  or 

“(B)  make  any  grant  (or  payment  of  a 
grant  previously  made)  to  any  State  or  local 
government  agency  for  continuing  any 
planning  or  construction, 
which  the  Director  determines  under  para¬ 
graph  (1)  can  be  so  temporarily  halted,  dur¬ 
ing  the  remainder  of  the  period  in  which  this 
section  is  in  effect  beginning  with  the  day 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Director  pub¬ 
lishes  such  determination. 

“(3)  The  Director  shall,  as  soon  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  report  the  results  of  his  investigation 
and  determinations  under  paragraph  (2)  to 
the  President  and  the  Congress. 

“(c)  This  section .  shall  apply  during  the 
period  beginning  on  the  day  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  ending  on 
the  last  day  on  which  the  tax  required  to  be 
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deducted  and  withheld  on  wages  under  sec¬ 
tion  3402  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  includes  any  amount  attributable  to 
the  tax  surcharge  imposed  by  section  51  of 
such  Code.’’ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  shall  be  very  brief.  I  am  going 
to  ask  for  a  division  on  the  amendment 
because,  based  on  the  result  of  the  last 
vote,  I  recognize  the  mood  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  so  far  as  this  particular  bill  is 
concerned. 

I  point  out  that  under  the  bill  the 
Senate  is  authorizing  new  projects  with 
a  total  cost  of  nearly  $2  billion.  We  have 
a  total  of  $570  million  approved  for 
navigation  projects,  $1,088  million  for 
other  new  public  works  projects,  which 
is  a  total  of  abut  $1,658  million,  plus, 
about  $200  million  added  on  the  floor  by 
additional  amendments.  These  are  new 
projects. 

It  is  impossible  to  analyze  these  one 
by  one.  I  do  not  question  that  there  is 
merit  in  each  of  them,  but  I  do  have 
this  question:  How  can  we  continue  to 
expand  projects  and  initiate  new  proj¬ 
ects  at  a  time  when  we  are  in  the  midst 
of  a  full-scale  war  which  we  have  to 
finance  at  a  time  when  the  Senate  and 
House  are  on  record  that  they  want  to 
cut  back  $10  billion  in  obligational  au¬ 
thority  for  1969,  and  at  a  time  when  we 
are  on  record  that  we  will  require  the 
President  to  cut  $6  billion  in  spending 
if  we  in  Congress  do  not  do  it? 

By  our  vote  we  have  already  excluded 
one  segment  of  this  bill  from  any  effect, 
so  far  as  the  TVA  area  is  concerned,  on 
any  reduction  in  expenditures  or  any 
reduction  in  civilian  payrolls. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  would 
not  be  to  cancel  one  single  project  but 
to  leave  them  authorized  as  they  are 
under  the  bill.  It  would  merely  provide 
that  they  would  not  proceed  to  the  ini¬ 
tiation  or  the  construction  of  any  project 
until  after  it  had  been  certified  as  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  national  security  or  until  the 
war  in  Vietnam  is  over,  or  when  our 
budget  would  be  more  nearly  in  balance. 

This  is  the  identical  amendment  which 
the  Senate  voted  on  during  debate  on  the 
Williams-Smathers  package  and  which 
I  regret  to  say  was  defeated  at  that  time. 

In  World  War  II  and  again  during  the 
Korean  war,  similar  action  was  taken, 
but  unfortunately  this  administration 
insists  upon  both  guns  and  butter. 

>  Why  not  have  a  moratorium  on  new 
public  works  projects  until  this  war  is 
over? 

This  is  the  appropriate  bill.  I  think 
this  is  the  time  for  us  to  decide  whether 
we  want  to  make  some  of  the  cuts  in 
this  area  of  new  public  works  projects 
or  whether  we  shall  insist  on  expanding 
and  continuing  every  program  that 
comes  before  the  Senate  and  delegate  to 
the  President  the  responsibility  for  mak¬ 
ing  the  cuts.  I  think  that  this  is  the 
place  to  do  it.  In  view  of  the  results  of 
the  last  vote  I  will  not  ask  for  a  record 
vote. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  for  a  division. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  divi¬ 
sion  is  called  for. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 
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If  there  be  no  further  amendments  to 
be  proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en¬ 
grossment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  vote  against  the  bill. 
I  think  there  are  many  worthwhile  proj  - 
ects  in  it,  but  it  is  wrong  for  Congress  to 
insist  upon  expanding  and  authorizing 
nearly  $2  billion  worth  of  new  projects 
at  a  time  when  we  are  talking  about 
economy.  The  Senate  must  make  up  its 
mind  which  way  it  is  going. 

How  can  the  Senate  possibly  justify  its 
approval  of  $2  billion  for  new  public 
works  projects  in  the  face  of  a  $25  billion 
deficit  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  at  a  time 
when  we  are  placing  a  10-percent  tax 
increase  on  all  taxpayers? 

This  is  not  the  time  for  expansion  of 
pork  barrel  projects. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  the  Record  to  show  that  had  there 
been  a  record  vote,  I  would  have  voted 
“yea”  for  the  Williams  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Rec¬ 
ord  will  so  state. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  would  like  the  Record  to  show  that 
had  there  been  a  yea-and-nay  vote,  I 
would  have  voted  “yea”  for  the  Williams 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Record  will  so  state. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  join  my 
distinguished  colleague,  Mr.  Aiken,  in 
pointing  out  that  I,  too,  would  have 
voted  “yea”  for  the  Williams  amend¬ 
ment,  had  there  been  a  record  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Record  will  so  state. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  the 
1968  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill, 
S.  3710,  in  my  opinion  represents  impor¬ 
tant  constructive  and  needed  legislation 
for  the  people  of  America. 

The  bill  will  authorize  71  projects 
which  when  funded  completely  will  cost 
less  than  $2.2  billion.  The  projects  have 
been  studied  and  reviewed  by  the  State 
governments  and  Federal  agencies  con¬ 
cerned.  They  have  been  discussed  in  the 
hearings  held  by  the  Public  Works  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Flood  Control,  Rivers  and 
Harbors,  chaired  by  the  able  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  The  full 
committee  has  review  them. 

The  1968  public  works  authorization 
bill  comes  from  the  people  and  it  repre¬ 
sents  worthy  projects  which  will  repay 
many  times  the  Federal  and  local  invest¬ 
ments  which  are  to  be  appropriated. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph]  has  devoted  many  long  hours  to 
the  bill,  as  have  the  other  members  of 
the  committee  of  which  I  am  proud  to 
be  a  member. 

Some  critics  of  public  works  comment 
unfairly  about  them.  Sometimes  they  at¬ 
tach  to  them  the  utterly  unjustified  dep¬ 
recatory  designation  of  “pork  barrel” 
projects.  They  will  again.  Someday  I 
hope  they  will  take  the  time  to  ascertain 
what  a  modest  investment  in  a  public 
works  project  can  mean  to  the  com¬ 
munity  affected. 


Consider  the  benefits:  Power  for  elec¬ 
tricity:  power  for  irrigation;  reservoirs  to 
hold  back  floodwaters,  rivers  and  streams 
cleaned  of  debris  to  make  navigation  pos¬ 
sible  and  profitable,  small  boat  harbors 
to  protect  fishing  vessels,  breakwaters 
to  protect  towns  and  cities,  recreation  fa¬ 
cilities,  pollution  abatement,  beach  and 
river  erosion  control,  and  many  others. 

Flood  control  and  the  multipurpose  of 
comprehensive  river  development  are 
difficult  to  value  in  dollars  and  cents, 
perhaps  impossible,  but  I  can  testify  at 
this  time  as  to  what  the  proposed  Fair¬ 
banks  flood  control  project  means  to  the 
men,  women,  and  children  who  live  in  the 
area  affected.  Similiarly,  I  believe  the 
residents  of  southeastern  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  will  benefit  when  the  proposed 
Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Reservoir  are 
constructed.  Similarly,  I  believe  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  of  improvement  for  beach 
erosion  control  and  hurricane  protection 
in  Dade  County,  Fla.,  will  be  an  invest¬ 
ment  repaid  many  times.  Similarly,  the 
proposed  flood  control  improvements  on 
the  Little  Blue  River  in  the  vicinity  of 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  will  provide  protection 
for  the  rapidly  growing  residential  and 
commercial  developments  in  the  expand¬ 
ing  Kansas  City  metropolitan  area,  in¬ 
cluding  measures  to  prevent  a  growing 
pollution  problem. 

The  Senate  report  on  S.  3710  describes 
in  detail  the  many  positive  effects  of  the 
omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill  which 
we  are  considering. 

As  a  member  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  know  much  work  has  gone  into 
this  bill  by  the  committee  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  staff.  I  would  like 
to  express  appreciation  on  behalf  of  my 
friend  and  colleague  from  Alaska,  Bob 
Bartlett,  and  myself  for  the  assistance 
other  members  of  the  committee  and 
members  of  the  staff  have  given  when¬ 
ever  we  have  had  questions  concerning 
problems  in  Alaska. 

One  such  instance  comes  vividly  to 
mind  today.  Last  August  the  Fairbanks 
area  was  badly  hurt  by  the  flooding  wa-. 
ters  of  the  Chena  and  Tanana  Rivers. 
Thousands  of  residents  were  forced  to 
leave  their  homes  and  businesses.  The 
chairman  of  the  Public  Works  Committee 
wanted  to  have  the  facts  and  immediate¬ 
ly  authorized  a  special  onsite  investiga¬ 
tion  and  requested  a  complete  written 
report.  I  can  tell  you  today  that  that 
investigation  was  one  of  a  type  none  of 
us  would  want  to  make  because  to  see 
what  terrible  damage  can  be  caused  by 
unchecked  floodwaters  is  a  grim  ex¬ 
perience.  I  reported  in  detail  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  was  ably  assisted  by  staff 
members  Joseph  F.  Van  Vladricken  and 
Harold  Symes.  With  the  help  of  the  lo¬ 
cal,  State,  and  Federal  agencies  con¬ 
cerned  it  was  possible  to  include  the 
authorization  of  the  Tanana  River  area 
flood  control  project  in  the  Fairbanks 
area  in  the  bill  we  consider  today.  The 
Fairbanks  project  has  a  benefit- cost  ratio 
of  2.7.  Its  estimated  cost  is  $113  million. 

I  quote  the  remarks  from  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  report  concerning  the  proposed 
Fairbank’s  flood  control  project: 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the 
proposed  improvements  would  protect  the 
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Fairbanks  area  and  nearby  Fort  Wainwright 
which  suffered  damage  estimated  to  be  $95 
million  in  August  1967  by  the  largest  recorded 
flood  in  the  history  of  central  Alaska.  Nine¬ 
ty-five  percent  of  the  city  of  Fairbanks  was 
flooded;  the  airbase  was  covered  by  water, 
and  a  large  portion  of  the  base’s  structures 
made  inoperable.  At  the  time  this  disaster 
struck,  the  committee  immediately  author¬ 
ized  a  special  on-si"te  investigation  and  re¬ 
quested  a  written  report  and  specific  recom¬ 
mendations  to  prevent  similar  disasters.  In¬ 
vestigation  showed  that  prompt  flood  con¬ 
trol  measures  were  needed.  The  committee 
commends  authorities  of  the  State  of  Alaska 
and  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  moving  expeditiously  to  review 
the  revised  proposed  Tanana  River  Basin 
flood  control  project  study.  Residents  of  the 
Fairbanks  area  haye  evidenced  their  desire  to 
cooperate  to  the  fullest.  Fairbanks  future  in¬ 
corporates  its  being  the  industrial  gateway 
to  resource  development  in  the  Brooks  Range 
and  western  Alaska.  The  committee  considers 
this  project  to  be  needed  and  to  be  eco¬ 
nomically  well  justified  and  believes  that 
early  initiation  of  the  project  is  desirable. 
Accordingly,  language  has  been  included  in 
the  bill  authorizing  its  construction. 

The  1968  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
bill  also  includes  the  authorization  of 
harbor  improvements  at  Kake,  a  town 
located  in  southeastern  Alaska,  39  miles 
west  of  Petersburg.  The  proposed  im¬ 
provements  will  cost  $1,766,000  and  will 
provide  protection  to  the  local  fishing 
fleet.  The  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  1.8. 

Harbor  improvements  are  also  pro¬ 
posed  at  King  Cove  in  the  Aleutian  chain 
about  650  miles  southwesterly  of  Anchor¬ 
age.  The  improvements  include  a  15- 
foot-deep  anchorage  basin  about  11  acres 
in  area,  an  entrance  channel  125  feet 
wide  and  15  feet  deep,  an  earthfill  train¬ 
ing  dike,  and  a  rockfill  groin  for  a  total 
cost  of  $527,000.  The  benefit-to-cost  ratio 
is  4.5. 

For  the  removal  of  navigation  hazards 
at  Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows, 
which  connect  Sitka  with  the  rest  of 
southeastern  Alaska,  the  committee  ap¬ 
proved  the  authorization  of  $3,030,000. 
Peril  Strait  through  Sergius  Narrows 
will  be  deepened  to  24  feet  and  widened 
to  450  feet,  and  Neva  Strait  through 
Whitestone  Narrows  will  also  be  deep¬ 
ened  to  24  feet  and  widened  to  350  feet. 
The  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  3.3. 

These  four  Alaska  projects  when 
funded  completely  will  represent  a  total 
investment  of  $117,012,000.  The  benefits 
which  will  be  accrued  from  them  will  be 
many  times  that  amount  in  dollars  and 
cents  and  cannot  be  assessed  as  to  the 
value  they  will  afford  individuals. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  statement  on  the 
pending  bill  by  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett]  who  cannot 
be  with  us  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Tanana  River  Flood  Control  Project 
Authorized 

(Statement  by  Senator  Bartlett) 

I  regret  that  I  cannot  be  present  today  to 
convey  my  congratulations  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  [Mr.  Randolph]  and  to  his  colleagues 
for  the  concern,  the  interest,  and  the  ex¬ 
pedition  which  they  have  demonstrated  in 
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authorizing  the  Tanana  River  flood  control 
project  at  Fairbanks. 

From  the  onset  of  the  great  flood  in  Au¬ 
gust  of  1967  the  committee  has  been  active. 
It  authorized  an  on-site  inspection.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  worked  quickly  to  update 
its  flood  control  study  of  the  Tanana  River 
basin.  All  the  federal  agencies  involved  and 
the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  community  of 
Fairbanks  have  worked  together.  The  result 
is  the  authorization  today  of  the  $113  mil¬ 
lion  Tanana  River  flood  control  project.  Its 
benefit  cost  ratio  is  a  very  high:  2.7.  The 
project  is  needed.  It  is  needed  now.  It  is 
needed  if  the  City  of  Fairbanks  is  to  survive 
and  prosper  Fairbanks  is  determined  that 
it  will.  The  action  of  the  Congress  author¬ 
izing  this  project  backs  up  the  City  in  its 
determination. 

I  congratulate  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  [Mr.  Randolph],  the  committee,  and 
of  course  the  junior  Senator  from  Alaska, 
[Mr.  Grttening],  who  as  a  member  of  the 
committeee  has  worked  so  hard  and  done  so 
much  on  this  project. 

LITTLE  DELL  PROJECT  NEEDED  NOW 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors- 
flood  control  bill  and  wish  to  invite  the 
attention  of  Senators  specifically  to  the 
Little  Dell  project  near  Salt  Lake  City, 
Utah,  which  is  included  in  the  proposed 
legislation. 

The  construction  of  this  dam  for  flood 
control,  water  development,  and  recrea¬ 
tional  purposes  is  an  inevitable  step  in 
the  development  of  Salt  Lake  Valley.  For 
this  reason,  I  introduced  S.  1549,  a  bill 
to  reauthorize  the  Little  Dell  project 
after  the  final  report  of  the  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  was  received. 

Having  worked  for  the  approval  of  this 
project  since  1955, 1  am  eager  to  see  con¬ 
struction  begin  as  soon  as  possible.  I  was 
the  author  of  a  bill  in  the  85th  Congress 
authorizing  the  dam,  but  action  on  the 
bill  was  delayed  pending  completion  of 
the  report  to  the  district  engineer. 

At  the  request  of  the  Salt  Lake  City 
Commission,  I  worked  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  get  this  portion  of  the  Jor¬ 
dan  River  Basin  report  completed  ahead 
of  schedule,  so  that  Little  Dell  could  get 
the  priority  it  deserves. 

Some  43  percent  of  Utah’s  population 
resides  in  Salt  Lake  County,  and  indus¬ 
trial  and  municipal  water  needs  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  double  by  1985. 

Since  1847,  when  the  pioneers  first  set¬ 
tled  in  Salt  Lake  Valley,  providing  an 
adequate  municipal  water  supply  has 
been  a  continuing  problem.  Small  reser¬ 
voirs  on  mountain  streams  in  and  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  city  have  been  constructed, 
together  with  an  extensive  water  distri¬ 
bution  system.  A  supplemental  water 
supply  has  also  been  obtained  in  recent 
years  from  the  Provo  River  project  of 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation;  but  the  city 
is  outgrowing  these  sources  and  it  is  im¬ 
perative  that  additional  water  be  pro¬ 
vided.  Fortunately,  the  problem  is  not  in 
finding  the  water,  but  merely  of  devel¬ 
oping  a  way  to  store  it  for  future  use. 

It  is  estimated  that  about  13,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  is  lost  each  year  in  Parleys 
Canyon.  The  Little  Dell  Reservoir  would 
drastically  reduce  this  waste. 

The  flood  control  value  of  the  dam  is 
also  important.  In  most  years,  a  flood- 
control  dam  is  not  needed;  but  in  un¬ 
usual  years,  such  as  1952,  the  awesome 
spectacle  of  millions  of  gallons  of  un¬ 


controlled  water  coming  from  the  melt¬ 
ing  snows  in  the  mountains  east  of  Salt 
Lake  City  points  up  the  fact  that  ade¬ 
quate  flood  control  facilities  are  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  if  the  city  is  to  be  pro¬ 
tected. 

The  recreational  value  of  the  project 
will  be  tremendous,  particularly  in  view 
of  the  close  proximity  of  the  reservoir  to 
the  city  and  to  Interstate  80.  The  exist¬ 
ing  recreational  facilities  in  the  area  are 
limited,  and  with  the  ever-increasing 
population  there  is  an  urgent  need  for 
recreation  facilities  in  conjunction  with 
water  development. 

The  rapid  increase  in  population  and 
industrial  development  along  the  Wa¬ 
satch  Front  and  the  apparent  need  for 
more  water  to  serve  Salt  Lake  City 
within  the  next  few  years  points  up  the 
project’s  value.  I  cannot  overemphasize 
the  importance  of  speeding  congressional 
approval  of  the  Little  Dell  project  which 
will  be  such  a  boon  to  the  people  of  the 
Salt  Lake  metropolitan  area. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  Little 
Dell,  I  should  like  to  call  the  Senate’s 
attention  to  another  worthwhile  project 
in  this  bill,  the  extension  of  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  the  Weber  River  Channel 
improvement. 

The  $1  million  project  would  provide 
flood  protection  on  the  Weber  River  and 
its  tributaries.  This  badly  needed  flood 
control  project  was  authorized  in  the 
85th  Congress,  but  one  of  the  difficulties 
in  implementing  construction  was  the  re¬ 
quirement  that  local  interests  provide 
rights-of-way  for  construction,  move 
utilities,  and  give  the  usual  assurances  to 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  bulk  of  the  costs  of  this  work  falls 
upon  Morgan  County,  which  is  one  of  the 
smaller  counties  in  Utah.  The  county  has 
been  unable  to  raise  the  necessary  funds 
from  its  meager  annual  budgets  and,  as 
a  result,  preconstruction  planning  was 
suspended  in  1962  and  the  project  au¬ 
thorization  expired  on  April  16,  1967. 

Because  of  the  potential  flood  damage 
downstream,  this  project  is  vitally 
needed.  Therefore,  as  I  did  last  year  in 
a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  I  again  urge  that  the 
authorization  be  extended. 

The  Utah  Board  of  Water  Resources 
has  pledged  its  full  support  to  the  proj¬ 
ect  and  will  assist  the  local  interests  in 
meeting  their  commitments  in  order  to 
overcome  the  real  potential  flood  threats 
on  the  Weber  River. 

SENATOR  YARBOROUGH  COMMENDS  CHAIRMAN 

RANDOLPH  AND  THE  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

BILL 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  support  the  rivers  and 
harbors  bill  as  it  is  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  Earlier  this 
year  I  testified  before  the  committee  in 
support  of  a  number  of  Texas  projects 
now  included  in  the  bill. 

Among  the  numerous  projects  which 
particularly  concern  Texans  is  the  Red 
River  Waterway  project.  The  bill  calls 
for  bank  stabilization  and  improved  nav¬ 
igation  along  the  Red  River  below  Lake 
Texoma.  Included  in  this  project  will  be 
improved  water  quality,  flood  damage 
reduction,  recreational  facilities,  and 
area  redevelopment.  This  project  will 
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involve  almost  $15  million  in  Federal 
funds. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  $23  million  in 
Federal  funds  for  the  Aquilla  Dam  and 
Reservoir  in  the  Brazos  River  Basin 
north  of  Waco  at  Aquilla  Creek.  This 
project  should  reduce  flood  damages 
originating  in  the  Aquilla  Creek  water¬ 
shed. 

In  the  Navasota  River  Basin  a  two- 
step  project,  beginning  with  the  Millican 
Dam,  has  been  authorized  which  involves 
$119  million.  This  project  will  provide 
for  flood  control  and  should  also  enhance 
recreational,  fish,  and  wildlife  activities 
in  the  area. 

A  similar  project  which  is  badly  needed 
for  flood  protection  is  that  authorized  on 
Pecan  Bayou,  utilizing  $24  million  in 
Federal  funds.  The  plans  call  for  chan¬ 
nel  improvements,  protective  measures 
for  Lake  Brownwood,  and  a  Pecan  Bayou 
Reservoir. 

Another  flood  control  project  author¬ 
ized  is  that  for  Clear  Creek,  a  rapidly 
growing  residential  area  south  of  Hous¬ 
ton.  Existing  flood  control  arrangements 
are  clearly  inadequate.  This  bill  au¬ 
thorizes  $12,000,000  in  Federal  funds  for 
channel  improvements. 

Nearby  in  the  Texas  City-La  Marque- 
Hitchcock  area,  nearly  $11,000,000  in 
Federal  funds  is  authorized  by  this  bill 
for  hurricane  flood  protection.  An  earth¬ 
en  levee  authorized  would  provide  pro¬ 
tection  for  an  area  badly  damaged  by 
Hurricane  Carla  in  1961. 

An  additional  $2,000,000  has  been 
authorized  for  the  Brazos  River  Basin 
flood  control  plan,  which  has  already 
received  $109,000,000  over  the  14-year 
period  since  1954. 

Lastly,  the  bill  provides  for  surveys 
for  flood  control  in  the  Baytown,  Bur¬ 
nett,  Crystal,  and  Scotts  Bays  vicinity. 

All  these  publics  works  projects  will 
help  Texas  better  improve  and  utilize 
its  water  development  potential.  In  a 
State  so  diverse  that  it  suffers  from  both 
severe  droughts  and  severe  floods,  these 
public  works  projects  are  extremely  im¬ 
portant.  I  am  very  pleased  to  support 
the  rivers  and  harbors  bill  before  us 
today. 

I  would  like  to  express  my  deep  ap¬ 
preciation  and  commendation  to  Sen¬ 
ator  Jennings  Randolph,  chairman  of 
the  Public  Works  Committee  for  his 
careful  weighing  of  all  the  public  works 
proposals  throughout  the  Nation  and 
his  knowledgeable  evaluation  of  the 
priorities  of  projects.  The  knowledge  and 
experience  which  he  brings  to  bear  in 
this  field  is  outstanding  and  his  judg¬ 
ment  is  admirable. 

SANDBAGS  FOR  GREENCASTLE 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  dis¬ 
appointed  that  the  Big  Walnut  Reservoir 
is  not  included  in  the  omnibus  rivers  and 
harbors  bill,  S.  3170. 

Although  Big  Blue  Reservoir,  Downey- 
ville  Reservoir,  and  Marion  Floodwall 
were  recommended,  Big  Walnut  Reser¬ 
voir  was  not. 

The  lack  of  favorable  action  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  hinges  on  a  con¬ 
troversy  between  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on 
the  designation  of  a  part  of  the  Big 
Walnut  Valley  as  a  national  landmark. 
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In  other  words,  if  a  compromise — flood 
control  and  natural  area  preservation — 
is  not  brought  about,  the  people  of 
Greencastle  and  down  river  will  have  to 
give  up  any  hope  for  flood  control  and 
prepare  a  lot  of  sandbags  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  in  the  future. 

Another  serious  consideration  is  the 
hope  for  the  future  of  the  natural  area 
itself.  If  Congress  adjourns  without  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Big  Walnut  Reservoir, 
then  the  land  so  admired  for  its  stand  of 
walnut  trees,  Canadian  ewe  trees,  hem¬ 
lock,  and  heron  rookeries  will  remain  in 
private  ownership.  It  will  remain  closed 
to  all  but  a  select  few. 

It  seems  to  me  that  flood  control  and 
conservation  are  compatible.  All  the 
other  projects  in  Indiana  have  success¬ 
fully  combined  flood  control,  wildlife 
preservation,  recreation,  and  land  con¬ 
servation.  The  Big  Walnut  project  is  no 
exception. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  Big  Walnut 
Valley  and  land  and  water  for  the 
future.  If  we  adjourn  without  authoriz¬ 
ing  Big  Walnut,  then  I  will  have  to  re¬ 
turn  to  the  people  of  the  Wabash  Valley 
area  and  say  to  them  that  they  can 
expect  many  more  years  of  flood  dam¬ 
age,  that  water  resources  will  be 
shortened  in  the  future,  and  that  the 
land  in  the  Big  Walnut  Creek  area  re¬ 
mains  in  private  ownership. 

There  appears  to  be  no  one  force  inter¬ 
ested  in  mediating  the  controversy. 
Therefore,  Greencastle  citizens  will  need 
a  lot  of  sandbags,  and  they  will  be 
forced  to  make  up  their  own  flood  pro¬ 
tection.  The  Federal  Government  is  not 
interested. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  the  omnibus 
livers  and  harbors  bill  (S.  3710)  before 
the  Senate  today  contains  two  projects 
of  considerable  significance  to  my  State 
of  Utah.  Both  are  in  a  sense  reauthoriza¬ 
tion  of  projects  which  the  Congress  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  past  in  one  form  or 
another,  and  both  were  presented  to  the 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee  in  the 
form  of  individual  bills  which  I  intro¬ 
duced. 

The  first  project  is  Little  Dell,  Salt 
Lake  City  streams.  This  is  an  important 
flood  control  and  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  water  project  which  has  been  de¬ 
layed  for  almost  10  years  by  a  series  of 
decisions  and  events. 

Little  Dell  was  first  proposed  in  1955, 
3  years  after  a  disastrous  flood  had  en¬ 
gulfed  some  of  the  city’s  main  streets. 
In  its  original  form,  it  was  a  flood  control 
project  only,  and  it  was  authorized  in 
1960. 

However,  the  original  plans  were  re¬ 
jected  by  the  Salt  Lake  City  Commission, 
and  a  comprehensive  study  was  initiated 
of  both  flood  control  and  municipal  and 
industrial  water  needs  for  the  entire 
metropolitan  area,  with  emphasis  placed 
on  long-range  planning.  The  new  project 
grew  out  of  that  study  and  will  be  far 
more  beneficial  to  the  city  than  the  orig¬ 
inal  project  could  possibly  have  been. 

Pending  is  a  bill  which  I  introduced 
to  authorize  Little  Dell.  However,  Little 
Dell  has  been  included  in  this  omnibus 
bill.  The  project  will  divert  water  from 
a  number  of  creeks  on  the  Salt  Lake  City 
watershed  into  a  multiple-purpose  res¬ 
ervoir  at  the  Little  Dell  site  on  a  tribu¬ 


tary  of  Parley’s  Creek.  The  reservoir  ca¬ 
pacity  will  be  about  50,000  acre-feet,  and 
aside  from  flood  control  and  municipal 
and  industrial  water,  it  will  also  provide 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  bene¬ 
fits.  The  total  cost  of  the  project  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  $23,250,000  and  it  has  a 
benefit- to-cost  ratio  of  1.8. 

Little  Dell  is  the  type  of  project  needed 
by  a  growing,  expanding  area  like  Metro¬ 
politan  Salt  Lake.  We  now  have  450,000 
people  in  the  area — over  40  percent  of 
the  population  of  Utah.  Our  municipal 
needs  will  double  by  1975.  The  water 
from  Little  Dell  is  ample  to  sustain  a 
growth  of  100,000  persons  in  the  metro¬ 
politan  area — without  it  we  will  face  a 
shortage  of  a  firm  supply  in  less  than  10 
years. 

The  second  Utah  project  in  the  bill  is 
the  reauthorization  of  the  Weber  River 
flood  control  project  which  was  previ¬ 
ously  authorized  in  1958.  Unfortunately, 
Morgan  County,  where  the  project  is  lo¬ 
cated,  was  unable  to  raise  the  necessary 
funds  to  acquire  the  rights-of-way  and 
to  relocate  utilities  near  Morgan  City, 
both  of  which  were  necessary  before  the 
project  could  proceed.  Therefore,  the 
original  authorization  expired. 

Now,  however,  the  Utah  Water  and 
Power  Board  has  undertaken  to  promote 
flood  control  development  in  Utah,  and 
feels  that  the  Weber  River  flood  control 
project  is  vitally  needed.  The  board  is 
convinced  that  with  more  time  the  diffi¬ 
culties  which  prevented  Morgan  County 
from  taking  advantage  of  the  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  in  the  past  can  be  worked  out. 
I  feel  that  the  county  should  have  this 
additional  time. 

The  bill  before  us  today  reauthorizes 
Weber  River  with  an  expiration  date  of 
April  16,  1972.  The  authorization  will  run 
out  on  that  date  unless  local  interests  can 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required 
local  financial  cooperation  wall  be  fur¬ 
nished.  Total  cost  of  the  project  is  $960,- 
000. 

Mr.  President,  both  of  the  Utah  proj¬ 
ects  in  this  bill  are  noncontroversial,  and 
have  wide  support.  I  hope  the  bill  will 
pass. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

The  bill  (S.  3710)  was  passed. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVEN¬ 
TION  AND  CONTROL  ACT  OF  1968 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1312,  H.R.  12120.  I  do  this  so  that 
the  bill  will  become  the  pending  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  H.R.  12120, 
to  assist  courts,  correctional  systems,  and 
community  agencies  to  prevent,  treat. 
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and  control  juvenile  delinquency;  to  sup¬ 
port  research  and  training  efforts  in  pre¬ 
vention,  treatment  and  control  of  juve¬ 
nile  delinquency  and  for  other  purposes,, 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the/ 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill?  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Comuuttee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare/  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert/ 

That  this  Act  may  be  c/d  as  the  “Juve¬ 
nile  Delinquency  Prevent/*  and  Control  Act 
of  1968”.  / 

FINDINGS  a/>  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  The  Cor/ess  finds  that  delin¬ 
quency  among  yoi/is  constitutes  a  national 
problem  which  cafa.  be  met  by  assisting  and 
coordinating  ti/  efforts  of  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  agencie/ engaged  in  combating  the 
problem,  by  /fording  youths  an  opportunity 
to  participaxe  and  be  involved  in  efforts  de¬ 
signed  to/ssist  them,  and  by  increasing  the 
numbemnd  extent  of  the  services  available 
for  pr/enting  and  combating  juvenile  delin¬ 
quency.  It  is,  therefore,  the  purpose  of  this 
Ac/to  help  State  and  local  communities 
s/ngthen  their  juvenile  justice  and  juve- 
/ Lie  aid  systems,  including  courts,  correc¬ 
tional  systems,  and  law  enforcement  and 
other  agencies  which  deal  with  juveniles,  and 
to  assist  communities  in  providing  diagnosis, 
treatment,  rehabilitative,  and  preventive 
services  to  youths  who  are  delinquent  or  in 
danger  of  becoming  delinquent,  to  encourage 
the  development  of  community-based  reha¬ 
bilitation  and  prevention  programs  in  which 
youths  are  provided  an  opportunity  for  di¬ 
rect  involvement,  to  provide  assistance  in  the 
training  of  personnel  employed  or  preparing 
for  employment  in  occupations  involving  the 
provision  of  such  services,  to  provide  support 
for  comprehensive  planning,  research  activi¬ 
ties,  and  information  services  in  the  field  of 
juvenile  delinquency  and  youth  involvement, 
and  to  provide  technical  assistance  in  such 
field. 

TITLE  I— PLANNING  AND  PREVENTIVE 
AND  REHABILITATIVE  SERVICES 
Part  A — State  and  Local  Planning  and 
State  Assistance  to  Localities 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  PLANNING 

.  Sec.  101.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  States 
suid  localities  to  prepare  and  adopt  compre- 
hVisive  plans  covering  their  respective  juris- 
dicNmns,  based  on  a  thorough  evaluation  of 
problems  of  juvenile  delinquency  and  youths 
in  danger  of  becoming  delinquent  in  the 
State,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  toVny  State  or  local  public  agency  to 
assist  in  pupating  or  revising  such  a  plan. 
No  such  grant  may  exceed  90  per  centum 
of  the  cost  o\  the  planning  with  respect  to 
which  such  gram  is  made. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  impose  as  a  condi¬ 
tion  to  any  grants  lender  this  title  within  any 
State  or  locality  that  such  planning  be  un¬ 
dertaken  and  that,  where  he  deems  it  appro¬ 
priate,  a  comprehensiveMplan  or  plans  be  pre¬ 
pared  within  a  reasonale  period. 

GRANTS  FOR  PLANNING  PROJECTS  OR  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  \  authorized  to 
make  grants  to  any  State,  courUy,  municipal, 
or  other  public  or  nonprofit  private  agency 
or  organization  to  assist  it  in  fleeting  the 
cost  of  planning  any  project  or  program  for 
which  a  grant  may  be  made  under  the  other 
provisions  of  this  title.  No  such  grafe  may 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  theVlan- 
ning  with  respect  to  which  such  gramt  is 
made.  \ 

Part  B — Rehabilitative  Services  \ 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  120.  The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  as¬ 
sist  courts,  correctional  institutions,  law  en- 


90th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3710 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  3, 1968 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled l, 

3  TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

4  Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of 

5  rivers  and  harbors  arid  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 

6  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 

7  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

8  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accord- 

9  ance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recom- 
10  mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports 
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hereinafter  designated :  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945 
(Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first 
session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in 
this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect 
to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for 
navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes 
incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full: 

NAVIGATION 

Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  265,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $616,- 

000; 

Fall  River  Harbor,  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island: 
House  Document  Numbered  175,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $8,762,000; 

Bristol  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  174,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $873,- 
000; 

Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document 
Numbered  277,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,455,000; 

Hempstead  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  101,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $703,- 
000; 

Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  South  Carolina : 
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Senate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress: 
Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
authorizing  the  proposal  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  set  forth 
in  said  document  except  that  part  of  the  recommendation 
which  provides  for  negotiations  with  the  South  Carolina 
Public  Service  Authority  to  limit  flows  through  Pinopolis 
Dam.  Provided,  further  that  authority  for  such  negotiations 
shall  not  extend  beyond  April  1,  1976. 

Miami  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered 

,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,476,000; 

Atchafalaya  Biver  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf,  and  Black, 
Louisiana:  House  Document  Numbered  155,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,645,000; 

Bed  Biver  Waterway,  Louisiana,  Texas,  Arkansas,  and 
Oklahoma:  House  Document  Numbered  304,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $471,223,000:  Provided, 
That  construction  of  the  hank  stabilization  works  in  the  reach 
of  the  river  extending  from  Index,  Arkansas,  to  Denison 
Dam,  Texas,  shall  not  be  initiated  until  the  President  has 
approved  a  report  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
reexamining  the  Federal  responsibility  for  such  works; 

Mississippi  Biver-Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud  Canal,  Louisiana: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,300,000; 

Wilson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num- 
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bered  112,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$198,000; 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  97,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,315,000; 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $500,000; 

Forestvilie  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  183,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$538,000; 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  189,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $466,- 
000; 

Detroit  Biver,  Trenton  Channel,  Michigan:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  338,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $31,300,000; 

Snohomish  Biver  (Everett  Harbor) ,  Washington :  House 
Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,108,000; 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Number  330,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,430,000; 

Port  Hueneme,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $1,000,000; 
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Ventura  Marina,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $1,540,000; 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Numbered  70, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,760,000; 

King  Gove  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  13,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$522,000; 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,030,000; 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for  Light  Draft 
Vessels;  House  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,256,000. 

BEACH  EEOSION 

Brevard  County,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 
- ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  project  for  beach  erosion  control,  Fort 
Pierce,  Florida,  authorized  by  the  Biver  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1965  (79  Stat.  1089,  1092)  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  construction  of  the  project  and  periodic  nourish¬ 
ment  for  ten  years  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  In  addition  to  applicable  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation  set  forth  in  the  aforementioned 
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report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  local  interests  shall,  prior 
to  construction,  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  they  will — 

(a)  contribute  in  cash,  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to 
the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  or  nourishment  schedules,  as  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  all  costs  of  initial  construction  and 
periodic  nourishment  for  ten  years  exclusive  of  costs 
assigned  to  the  Eederal  Government  in  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and 

(b)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  That  section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  War  to  sell  and  convey 
to  the  town  of  Marmet,  West  Virginia,  two  tracts  of  land 
to  be  used  for  municipal  purposes”,  approved  July  8,  1942 
(56  Stat.  651)  is  hereb}^  amended  by  deleting  the  period 
after  the  words  “related  municipal  purposes”  and  insert¬ 
ing  thereafter  the  phrase  “including  firefighting  facilities 
and  structures”. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  issue  to  the  town  of  Marmet,  West  Virginia,  with¬ 
out  monetary  consideration  therefor,  such  written  instruments 
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as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  That  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee,  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  convey  to  the  State  of  West  Virginia, 
subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  hereinafter  stated,  and 
to  such  other  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  public  interest, 
all  right,  title  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
certain  real  property,  together  with  improvements  thereon, 
located  at  Ohio  Eiver  locks  and  dams  numbered  16,  19,  20, 
and  21  in  West  Virginia  as  described  in  section  2  of  this  Act: 
Provided,  That  no  property  shall  be  conveyed  under  author¬ 
ity  of  this  Act  until  these  locks  and  dams  have  been  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  to  the  requirements  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  and  suitable  replacement  facil¬ 
ities  are  in  operation  under  the  Ohio  Eiver  navigation  mod¬ 
ernization  program:  Provided  farther,  That  the  Secretary 
may  make  such  prior  disposition  of  such  facilities  and  im¬ 
provements  on  such  lands  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  authorized  for  conveyance  by 
section  1  of  this  Act  comprise  all  or  portions  of  such  lands 
and  improvements  as  may  be  determined  excess  of  four 
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lock  and  dam  projects  on  the  Ohio  River  in  the  State  of 
West  Virginia  and  designated  as,  number  16  (Willow  Island 
Pool)  in  Tyler  County,  numbers  19  and  20  (Belleville  Pool) 
in  Wood  County,  and  number  21  (Racine  Pool)  in  Jackson 
County.  The  exact  descriptions  and  acreage  are  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  by  accurate  surveys,  the  cost  of 
which  is  to  be  borne  by  the  State  of  West  Virginia. 

(c)  The  conve}^ance  authorized  herein  shall  provide 
that  said  property  shall  be  used  only  for  public  park  and 
recreation  purposes  and  such  other  uses  directly  related  to 
programs  of  the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  and  if  it  ever  ceases  to  be  used  for  such  purposes, 
title  to  said  property  shall  immediately  revert  to  the  United 
States :  Provided  further,  That  any  deed  of  conveyance  shall 
also  be  subject  to  and  include  the  following  additional  terms 
and  conditions : 

1.  The  State  of  West  Virginia  shall  pay  the  United 
States  as  consideration  for  the  conveyance  50  per  centum 
of  the  current  fair  market  value  of  the  property  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

2.  There  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United  States 
such  flowage  easements  and  rights-of-way  for  roads  and 
utility  lines  as  the  Secretary  determines  may  be  required 
for  other  navigation  projects. 

3.  Such  other  restrictions,  terms,  and  conditions  as 
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the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of 

the  United  Stales. 

(d)  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  conveyances  referred  to 
herein  shall  be  covered  into  the  United  States  Treasury  as 
miscellaneous  receipts. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
convey,  without  monetary  consideration,  to  the  city  of 
Buffalo,  New  York,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  certain  real  property  underlying  Lake  Erie 
containing  approximately  46.01  acres  and  more  particularly 
described  in  section  2  of  this  Act,  on  condition  that  such  real 
property  be  used  for  public  park  and  recreational  develop¬ 
ment  purposes  and  if  such  property  shall  ever  cease  to  be 
used  for  such  purposes,  title  thereto  shall  revert  to  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this  section  is  more 
particularly  described  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Parcel  E. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersection 
of  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  39  prolonged  and  the  shoreline 
of  Lake  Erie  as  established  in  1846,  which  point  bears  south 
68  degrees  28  minutes  west,  a  distance  of  140  feet,  more  or 
less,  from  United  States  Monument  (No.  7)  which  monu¬ 
ment  is  the  southeasterly  comer  of  the  said  outer  lot  39; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  with  the  estab- 
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lislied  harbor  line  1,140  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  said 
harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line  1,310 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said  har¬ 
bor  line  and  a  line  at  right  angles  thereto  passing 
through  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  and  a  line  330  feet  northerly  at  right 
angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of  outer  lot 
36; 

thence  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with  said  harbor 
line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  1,320  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  beginning 
containing  34.04  acres,  more  or  less. 

(2)  Parcel  C-B. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersec¬ 
tion  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  with  the  northerly  line  of 
land  deeded  to  the  United  States  Government,  October  21, 
1846,  said  line  also  extending  in  a  due  east  and  west  direc¬ 
tion  and  passing  through  the  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36 
(United  States  Monument  No.  2),  said  point  of  beginning 
being  also  480  feet,  more  or  less,  w^est  of  the  said  northwest 
corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  a  distance  of  470  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the 
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intersection  with  a  line  330  feet  northly  at  right  angles 
from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of  lot  36,  said  line 
being  also  the  north  line  of  lands  deeded  to  the  United 
States  Government,  September  25,  1847 ; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  to  established 
harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  established 
harbor  line ; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line  465 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said 
harbor  and  a  line  at  right  angles  thereto  passing  through 
the  point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in 
1846  and  the  line  extending  in  a  due  east  and  west  direc¬ 
tion  and  passing  through  the  northwest  comer  of  outer 
lot  36; 

thence  easterly  at  right  angles  to  established  harbor 
line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846,  which  is  the  above  referenced  point  of 
beginning,  containing  11.97  acres,  more  or  less. 

(c)  Any  deed  of  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall  reserve  to  the  United  States,  so  long  as  may  be 
required,  the  right  to  use  such  lands  for  a  spoil  disposal 
area  for  materials  dredged  from  the  Buffalo  Harbor  Project, 
including  the  right  to  place  structures  thereon  and  to  per¬ 
form  all  other  actions  incident  to  such  use,  together  with  the 
rights  of  ingress  and  egress  thereto.  Further,  said  deed  shall 
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contain  such  additional  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  be  necessary 
to  protect  the  interest  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department 
of  the  Army,  imder  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  shall  make  an  appraisal  investigation  and  study,  in¬ 
cluding  a  review  of  any  previous  relevant  studies  and  reports, 
of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific  coasts  of  the  United  States, 
the  coasts  of  Puerto  Eico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the 
shorelines  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  estuaries  and  bays 
thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  ( 1 )  determining  areas  along  such 
coasts  and  shorelines  where  significant  erosion  occurs;  (2) 
identifying  those  areas  where  erosion  presents  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem  because  the  rate  of  erosion,  considered  in  conjunction 
with  economic,  industrial,  recreational,  agricultural,  naviga¬ 
tional,  demographic,  ecological,  and  other  relevant  factors, 
indicates  that  action  to  halt  such  erosion  may  be  justified; 

(3)  describing  generally  the  most  suitable  type  of  remedial 
action  for  those  areas  that  have  a  serious  erosion  problem; 

(4)  providing  preliminary  cost  estimates  for  such  remedial 
action;  (5)  recommending  priorities  among  the  serious  prob¬ 
lem  areas  for  action  to  stop  erosion;  (6)  providing  State 
and  local  authorities  with  information  and  recommendations 
to  assist  the  creation  and  implementation  of  State  and  local 
coast  and  shoreline  erosion  programs;  (7)  developing  rec- 
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1  onxmended  guidelines  for  land  use  regulation  in  coastal  areas 

2  taking  into  consideration  all  relevant  factors ;  and  ( 8 )  identi- 

3  fying  coastal  areas  where  title  uncertainty  exists.  The  Secre- 

4  tary  of  the  Anny  shall  submit  to  the  Congress,  as  soon  as 

5  practicable,  but  not  later  than  three  years  after  the  date 
b  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such  appraisal  investi- 

7  gation  and  study,  together  with  his  recommendations.  The 

8  views  of  concerned  local,  State,  and  Federal  authorities  and 

9  interests  will  be  taken  into  account  in  making  such  appraisal 

10  investigation  and  study. 

11  (b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

12  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000,  as  may  be  necessary  to 

13  cany  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

14  Sec.  107.  That  the  projects  for  the  Illinois  Waterway 

15  and  Grand  Calumet  Fiver,  Illinois  and  Indiana  (Calumet- 
lb  Sag  navigation  project) ,  authorized  by  the  Fiver  and  Harbor 

17  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  are  hereby  modified  substantially  in 

18  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 

19  neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  45,  Eighty-fifth  Con- 

20  gress,  insofar  as  they  apply  to  existing  highway  bridges  in 

21  Part  II :  Grand  Calumet  Fiver  and  Indiana  Harbor  Canal, 

22  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $33,265,000. 

23  Sec.  108.  (a)  Steele  Bayou,  in  Warren,  Issaquena, 

24  Sharkey,  and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  Washington 

25  Bayou,  in  Issaquena  and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


14 


and  Lake  Washington,  in  Washington  County,  Mississippi, 
are  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigable  within  the  meaning 
of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  project  for  navigation  on  Steele  Bayou,  Wash¬ 
ington  Bayou,  and  Lake  Washington,  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbors  Acts  of  July  5,  1884,  August  5,  1886, 
and  June  25,  1910,  is  hereby  deauthorized. 

Sec.  109.  Section  313  of  the  Act  approved  October 
27,  1965  (79  Stat.  1073) ,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  date 
“June  30,  1968”  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “June 
30,  1969”. 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  review 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  Quachita  and 
Black  Elvers  navigation  project,  authorized  by  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  with  particular  reference 
to  Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing,  and  he  shall  report 
the  findings  of  such  review  to  Congress  within  one  year  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  111.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  non-Eederal  public  bodies  providing  for  the 
removal  of  drift  and  other  debris  from  public  harbors  and 
associated  channels  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department 
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of  the  Army,  and  from  adjacent  land  areas  up  to  the  line  of 
ordinary  high  water. 

(b)  Each  such  agreement  shall  provide  that: 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  collect  drift  and  other  debris,  and 
transport  it  by  water  to  agreed  upon  staging  or  disposal 
areas. 

(2)  The  non-Eederal  public  body  shall  (a)  provide  the 
necessary  staging  or  disposal  areas;  (b)  provide  and  operate 
any  agreed  upon  facilities  for  the  disposal,  including  incinera¬ 
tion,  of  the  collected  materials,  such  incineration  to  be  in 
accordance  with  applicable  air  pollution  standards;  (c)  take 
measures  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  providing 
for  the  removal  or  repair  of  deteriorated  docks,  piers,  slips, 
and  other  port  facilities  which  may  contribute  to  the  drift  and 
other  debris  to  be  removed;  (d)  establish  regulations  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  preventing  the  dumping 
of  trash,  garbage,  or  other  debris  into  the  harbor  or  into 
streams  or  onto  adjoining  land  areas  from  which  such  mate¬ 
rial  would  be  earned  into  the  area  covered  by  the  agreement, 
and  providing  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  port  facilities 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent  the  deposition  of  drift  and 
other  debris. 
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(3)  Each  such  agreement  may  also  include  such  other 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate. 

(c)  The  Federal  participation  in  the  program  authorized 
in  this  Act  shall  be  financed  from  funds  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  the  Army  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
flood  control  and  river  and  harbor  works. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shah  not  be  applicable  to 
any  Federal  project  heretofore  authorized  for  the  removal 
and  disposal  of  drift  and  other  debris  from  harbors  and 
channels. 

Sec.  112.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  follow'- 
ing  locations  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section 
110  of  the  Elver  and  Harbor  Act  cf  1950 : 

Back  Fiver,  Maryland,  from  Chesapeake  Bay  to  the 
city  of  Baltimore’s  waste  water  treatment  plants. 

The  nature  and  scope  of  the  problems  which  result 
from  stream  bank  erosion  throughout  the  United  States; 
the  reports  thereon  to  be  accompanied  by  findings  as  to 
the  need  for,  and  the  feasibility  of,  a  coordinated  Federal 
program  of  stream  bank  stabilization  in  the  interest  of 
reducing  damages  resulting  from  the  deposition  of  sedi¬ 
ments  in  reservoirs  and  waterways,  and  the  destruction 
of  channels  and  adjacent  lands,  including  consideration  of 
local  participation  in  such  a  program. 
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Sec.  113.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1968”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 
Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22, 
1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June 
28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title 
except  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectifi¬ 
cation  project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3 
of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law:  Provided,  That  the 
authorization  for  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted 
requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  wilting  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee  of  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
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works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein:  Provided,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications, 
and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project 
authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid 
inauguration  of  a  construction  program:  Provided  further, 
That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  initiated  as 
expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and  other 
similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future  use  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any 
dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Federal  Power  Commission. 
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CONNECTICUT  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Bam  and  Beservoir, 
Beaver  Brook,  New  Hampshire,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  68,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,185,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Park  Biver,  Con¬ 
necticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  43,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $30,300,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Norwalk  Biver, 
Connecticut  and  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  51,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,700,000. 

DEL  AW  ARE-ATT;  ANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  along  the  Delaware  Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen 
to  Eenwick  Island,  at  the  Delaware-Maryland  State  Line,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
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Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $5,584,000. 

I?  APP  AH  AN  NOCK  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  the  Salem  Church  Dam  and  Reservoir 
Rappahannock  River,  Virginia,  is  hereby  modified  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  37,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $79,500,000. 

CAPE  FEAR  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Randleman  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Deep  River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 

Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,463,000. 

The  project  for  the  Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Deep  River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 

Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,460,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane  flood 
protection  of  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  335, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $11,805,000. 
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HILLSBOROUGH  BAY,  FLORIDA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  on 
Hillsborough  Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  313,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,909,000:  Provided , 
That  construction  of  the  barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay 
shall  not  be  undertaken  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  com¬ 
pletes  further  detailed  studies  covering  related  water  re¬ 
source  problems,  including  a  comprehensive  model  study  of 
the  entire  Tampa  Bay  area. 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Tallahala  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Tallahala  Creek,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  143, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  to  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,360,000. 

LOWER,  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928 
(45  Stat.  534) ,  as  amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  following  items: 

(a)  The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin,  Ar¬ 
kansas  and  Missouri,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Actap- 
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proved  June  15,  1936  (Public  Law  74-678) ,  as  modified  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1965.  Public  Law  89-298  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
provide  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the 
improvements  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965, 
shall  conform  to  those  requirements  for  local  cooperation 
in  the  Saint  Francis  Fiver  Basin  authorized  in  previous  Acts 
of  Congress,  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  11,  Ninetieth 
Congress. 

(b)  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Fivers  and 
Bayou  Macon  Basin  to  divert  flows  that  would  otherwise 
enter  Lake  Chicot,  Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  168,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $15,240,000. 

(c)  Improvements  in  the  Belle  Fountain  ditch  and 
tributaries,  Missouri,  and  Drainage  District  Number  17. 
Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  339,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,638,000. 

(d)  Yazoo  Fiver,  Mississippi.  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$52,147,000. 
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WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crooked  Creek  at 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  Harrison,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  28, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,840,000. 

BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Aquilla  Darn  and  Reservoir,  Aquilla 
Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  52,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $23,612,000. 

NAVASOTA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Navasota  River, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $119,707,000:  Provided,  That  construction  of 
the  Navasota  Numbered  2  Reservoir  shall  not  be  initiated 
until  the  President  has  approved  a  report  prepared  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  reexamining  the  basis  on  which  the 
project  was  formulated. 

CLEAR  CREEK,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Clear  Creek,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


24 

recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $12,600,000. 

PECAN  BAYOU,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pecan  Bayou,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $24,861,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  at  Texas  City  and 
vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  187,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10,990,000. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
from  Cassville,  Wisconsin,  to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $21,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  State  Road  and  Ebner 
Coulees,  city  of  La  Crosse  and  Shelby  Township,  Wisconsin, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
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Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,849,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  South  Branch  of 
the  Wild  Bice  Biver  and  Felton  Ditch,  Minnesota,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  98,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,230,000. 

OHIO  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  in 
the  Wabash  Biver  Basin,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Ohio,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$115,740,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ohio  Biver  in 
Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  340,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$19,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Utica  Dam  and  Beservoir  and  flood 
protection  at  Newark,  Licking  Biver  Basin,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num- 
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berecl  337,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$32,953,000. 

The  project  for  the  Devils  Jumps  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and 
Tennessee,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  175,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $151,000,000. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Bear  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
South  Platte  River,  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,314,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,750,000:  Provided,  That,  with  respect  to  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  project  above  Sioux  City,  Iowa.,  approved  in 
accordance  with  House  Document  Numbered  199,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public 
Law  89-298) ,  there  shall  be  mutual  agreement  between  the 
States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota  on  a  flood  control  plan  and 
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a  plan  for  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  respect 
to  said  portion  within  three  months  following  completion  of 
the  reservoir  study  for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  Biver 
and  the  Bock  Biver  now  underway  and  receipt  of  copies  of 
said  report  by  the  Governors  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South 
Dakota:  And  provided  further,  That  if  said  mutual  agree¬ 
ment  is  not  reached  within  said  time,  approval  of  said  flood 
control  plan  and  plan  for  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses 
shall  be  made  by  a  committee  consisting  of  one  representative 
each  appointed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Secretary  of 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  in 
the  Papillion  Creek  Basin,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Davids  Creek  Dam  and  Beservoir, 
Nishnabotna  Biver,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  142,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the 
Little  Blue  Biver  in  the  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
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Numbered  169,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$38,492,000. 

The  second  paragraph  under  the  heading  “Missouri  River 
Basin”  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  additional 
appropriations  for  the  prosecution  of  comprehensive  plans  for 
certain  river  basins”,  approved  December  30,  1963  (77 
Stat.  840),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin,  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  is  further  modified  to  include  such  bank  protection 
or  rectification  works  at  or  below  the  Garrison  Reservoir  as  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  may  be  found  necessary,  at  an  estimated  cost  ot 
$7,040,000.” 

JORDAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt 
Lake  City  Streams,  Utah,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En<ri- 

o 

neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  53,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $22,664,000. 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Feather  River  at 
Chester,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
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neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  314,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $940,000. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection,  and  other  purposes  on 
Cucamonga  Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  323, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,300,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  Alhambra  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  336,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  es¬ 
timated  cost  of  $8,000,000. 

SWEETWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Sweetwater  River, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,900,000. 

TANANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  in  the  Tanana  River  Basin 
in  the  vicinity  of  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  is  hereby  modified  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  , 
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Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of 
$111,700,000. 

IAO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  on 
Iao  Stream,  Hawaii,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  151,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,660,000. 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  provide  such  school 
facilities  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  the  education  of 
dependents  of  persons  engaged  in  the  construction  of  the 
Dworshak  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Idaho,  and  to  pay  for 
the  same  from  any  funds  available  for  such  project.  When  he 
determines  it  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  the  Secretary,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may  enter  into  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements  with  local  and  Eederal  agencies  for  the 
operation  of  such  Government  facilities,  for  the  expansion 
of  local  facilities  at  Eederal  expense,  and  for  contributions 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  cover  the  increased  cost  to 
local  agencies  of  providing  the  educational  services  required 
by  the  Government. 

Sec.  205.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in 
section  201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
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works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  July  3,  1958  (72  Stat. 
305) ,  the  authorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of 
projects  for  local  protection  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah,  shall 
expire  on  April  16,  1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before 
such  date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such  project 
will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  206.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other 
purposes”,  approved  July  3,  1958  (72  Stat.  305),  the  au¬ 
thorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Pecos  River  at  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico,  shall 
expire  on  May  19,  1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before 
such  date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such  project 
will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  207.  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Gila 
River  below  Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  Arizona,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180,  1190), 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  116, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide 
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that  local  cooperation  shall  consist  of  the  requirements  that, 
prior  to  construction,  local  interests  give  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will:  (a) 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  $700,000,  to  be  paid  either  in 
a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  install¬ 
ments  prior  to  the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  construction  schedules,  as  determined  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers:  Provided,  That  the  reasonable  value,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  any  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  furnished  by  the  local 
interests  shall  be  deducted  from  the  required  cash  contribu¬ 
tion;  (b)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works;  (c)  Maintain  and  oper¬ 
ate  all  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  208.  (a)  Whenever  any  State,  or  any  agency  or 
instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local  government,  or  any  non¬ 
profit  incorporated  body  organized  or  chartered  under  the 
law  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located,  or  any  nonprofit 
association  or  combination  of  such  bodies,  agencies  or  in¬ 
strumentalities,  shall  undertake  to  secure  any  lands  or  in¬ 
terests  therein  as  a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  families, 
individuals,  and  business  concerns  displaced  by  a  river  and 
harbor  improvement,  flood  control  or  other  water  resource 
project  duly  authorized  by  Congress,  and  when  it  has  been 
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determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  State  is 
unable  to  acquire  necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands  or 
is  unable  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  with 
sufficient  promptness,  the  Secretary,  upon  the  request  of  the 
Governor  of  the  State  in  which  such  site  is  located,  and  after 
consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  interstate,  re¬ 
gional,  and  local  departments  and  agencies,  is  authorized,  in 
the  name  of  the  United  States  and  prior  to  the  approval  of 
title  by  the  Attorney  General,  to  acquire,  enter  upon,  and  take 
possession  of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  by  purchase,  do¬ 
nation,  condemnation  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Act  of  February  26, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1421)  )  :  Provided,  That  unless  otherwise 
authorized  by  law,  all  expenses  of  said  acquisition  and  any 
award  that  may  be  made  under  a  condemnation  proceeding, 
including  costs  of  examination  and  abstract  of  title,  certificate 
of  title,  appraisal,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incident  to 
acquisition,  shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  body,  agency  or 
instrumentality  from  any  available  funds,  regardless  of  source. 
Pending  such  payment,  the  Secretary  may  expend  from  any 
funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  the  project 
occasioning  such  acquisition  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  cany  out  this  section.  To  secure  payment,  the  Secretary 
may  require  any  such  State  or  agency,  body  or  instrumen¬ 
tality  to  execute  a  proper  bond  in  such  amount  as  he  may 
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deem  necessary  before  acquisition  is  commenced.  Any  sums 
paid  to  the  Secretary  by  any  such  State  or  agency,  body  or 
instrumentality  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  to  the 
credit  of  the  appropriation  for  such  project. 

(b)  No  acquisition  shall  be  undertaken  imder  the  au¬ 
thority  of  this  section  unless  the  Secretary  has  determined, 
after  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governmental  agencies  that  (1)  the  development  of  a  site 
is  necessary  in  order  to  alleviate  hardships  to  displaced  per¬ 
sons;  (2)  the  location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  develop¬ 
ment  in  relation  to  present  or  potential  sources  of  employ¬ 
ment;  and  (3)  a  plan  for  development  of  the  site  has  been 
approved  by  appropriate  local  governmental  authorities  in 
the  area  or  community  in  which  such  site  is  located. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  directed 
by  proper  deed,  executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States, 
to  convey  any  lands  or  interests  in  land  acquired  in  any 
State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  to  the  State,  or  such 
public  or  private  nonprofit  body,  agency  or  institution  in  the 
State  as  the  Governor  may  prescribe,  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary,  the  Gov¬ 
ernor,  and  the  agency  to  which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

Sec.  209.  (a)  No  provision  of  law  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  enacted  which  limits  the  number  of  persons  who  may 
be  appointed  as  full-time  civilian  employees,  or  temporary 
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and  part-time  employees,  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  shall  apply  to  employees  of  the  Tennessee  A7al- 
ley  Authority  engaged  in  its  power  program  and  paid  ex¬ 
clusively  from  other  than  appropriated  funds.  In  applying 
any  such  provision  of  law  to  other  departments  and  agencies 
in  the  executive  branch,  the  number  of  such  employees  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account. 

(b)  No  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit  expenditures 
and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  June  30, 
1969,  under  the  Budget  of  the  United  States  Government, 
shall  apply  to  expenditures  by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its  power  operations,  from 
the  sale  of  any  power  program  assets,  or  from  power  revenue 
bonds,  notes,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 

Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  improve¬ 
ments,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  localities  specifically 
named  in  this  section.  After  the  regular  or  formal  reports 
made  on  any  survey  authorized  by  this  section  are  submitted 
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to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  report  or  estimate 
shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or 
survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Con¬ 
gress,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the  national  defense  or  by 
changed  physical  or  economic  conditions. 

Burnett,  Crystal,  and  Scotts  Bays  and  vicinity,  Bay- 
town,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  drainage, 
and  related  water  and  land  resources,  including  specifi¬ 
cally  the  problems  of  general  subsidence  of  the  area  and 
flood  problems  created  thereby. 

Streams  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Spring  Moun¬ 
tain  Youth  Camp,  Spring  Mountain  Bange,  Nevada,  in 
the  interest  of  flood  control,  bank  erosion  control,  and 
allied  purposes. 

Virgin  Biver,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Bunkerville, 
Mesquite,  and  Biverside,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control,  hank  erosion  control,  and  allied  purposes. 

Cuyahoga  Biver  from  Upper  Kent  to  Portage  Trail 
in  Cuyahoga  Palls,  Ohio,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control, 
pollution  abatement,  low  how  regulation,  and  other  allied 
water  purposes. 

Kalihi  Stream,  Honolulu,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 
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Sec.  211.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Flood  Control  Act  of  1968”. 

TITLE  III — RIVER  BASIN  MONETARY 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  301.  That,  (a)  in  addition  to  previous  authoriza¬ 
tions,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  of  development  of 
each  river  basin  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  referred  to  in  the  first  column  below,  which  was 
basically  authorized  by  the  Act  referred  to  by  date  of  en¬ 
actment  in  the  second  column  below,  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  that  shown  opposite  such  river  basin  in  the  third 
column  below : 


Basin 


Act  of  Amount 

Congress 


Alabama-Coosa  River . 

Arkansas  River _ 

Brazos  River . . . 

Central  and  Southern  Florida 

Columbia  River _ 

Missouri  River . 

Ohio  River . . 

Ouachita  River . . 

San  Joaquin  River . 

South  Platte  River _ 

Upper  Mississippi  River . 

White  River . . 


Mar.  2, 1945 
June  28, 1938 
Sept.  3,1954 
June  30,1948 
June  28,1938 
June  28,1938 
June  22,1936 
May  17,1950 
Dec.  22,1944 
May  17,1950 
June  28,1938 
June  28, 1938 


529,  000, 000 
108, 000,000 
2,000, 000 
15,  000, 000 
193, 000, 000 
38,  000, 000 
35,  000, 000 
10,000, 000 
17,000, 000 
12, 000, 000 
5, 000,  000 
2, 000, 000 


(b)  The  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  $466,000,000. 

Sec.  302.  In  addition  to  the  previous  authorization,  the 
completion  of  the  system  of  flood  control  reservoirs  on  the 
West  Branch  Susquehanna  River,  Pennsylvania,  authorized 


38 


1  by  the  Mood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is  hereby  authorized  at 

2  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,000,000. 

3  Sec.  303.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 

4  “River  Basin  Monetary  Authorization  Act  of  1968”. 

Passed  the  Senate  July  2,  1968. 

Attest:  FRANCIS  R,  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Hou^e  received  conference  report  on  Interior  appropriation  bill. 

House  committee'  reported  co-op  tax  exemption  bill.  House  passed  housing  bill. 

House  Rules  Committee  cleared  supergrades  and  pine-gum  price  support  Vllls.  Sen- 
ate  passed  dairy  indemnity  bill.  Senate  passed  wilderness  bills.  Senate  committee 
voted  to  report  farm  bill.  Senate  committee  voted  to  report  measure  to  establish 
commission  on  hunger. 


-  2  - 


HOUSE 


1*  APPROPRIATIONS*  Received  the  conference  report  on  H»  R*  1735U*  the  Interior  and 
related  agencies  appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept*  16610*  A  table  reflecting/conferees1 
action  op  items  relating  to  Forest  Service  is  attached  to  this  Digest. 


2.  HOUSING.  Pdesed  with  amendment  S.  3h97 ,  the  housing  bill  (pp*  H6l98y^02,  H6197-8). 
Agreed  to  anXamendment  by  Rep.  Stephens  to  establish  the  Se If -He ln/Hou sing  Land 
Development  FusuJ  to  be  used  as  a  revolving  fund.  Rep.  Stephens  stated  the  purpose 
of  the  amendmen\  "is  to  provide  some  guidance  through  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  people  who  are  planning  to  provide  self-help  housing  for  them¬ 
selves"  and  the  amount  of  money  involved  is  $1  million  for  thn  first  year,  $2 
million  for  the  second  year"  (pp.  H6223-5).  A  motion  by  ite p.  Brock  to  recommit 
the  bill  was  rejected  Nay  a  vote  of  217-193  (pp.  H6265-6) o  /Conferees  were 
appointed  (p.  H6302).  \  similar  bill,  H.  R.  1798 9,  pas/fed  earlier  with  amend¬ 
ments  by  a  vote  of  295-llh,  was  tabled. 


3*  COOPERATIVES.  The  Interstates. and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  S.  752,  to  amend  tnh  Interstate  Commerc^:  Act  to  clarify  exemptions 
with  respect  to  transportation 'performed  by  agricultural  cooperative  associa¬ 
tions  for  nonmembers  (H.  Rept.  1667).  p.  H632p 


01 


U.  HONEY.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Cowfnittee  "considered  and  passed  over 
without  prejudice  H.  R.  1614.55*"  the  nbney  /promotion  and  research  bill.  pp. 
D658-9 


5«  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT.  The  Banking^  and.  Currency  Committee  voted  to  report 

(but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.^6775*  Nx>  provide  for  increased  participation 
by  the  U.  S.  in  the  International  DevelopmenV^Association.  p.  D659 


6.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  In sulaiyAf fairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 


actually  report)  H.  R.  U530, 
lands  held  under  color  of  ti 
veyance  of  the  mineral  est 
of  public  land  not  exceeding 
cultivated,  p.  D659 


tended,  relating  toythe  issuance  of  patents  for 
.e  to  liberalize  the  requirements  for  the  con- 
■>  and  H.  R.  13797*  amended,  to  authorize  the  sale 
120  acres  which  contains\>ome  land  which  may  be 


7*  PERSONNEL;  VEHICLES  ^/PINE-GUM.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  resolutions  for 
the  consideration  ov  H.  R.  15890,  to  provide  for  additionalpositions  in  cer¬ 
tain  executive  agencies;  S.  2658,  relating  to  vehicle  weight  apd  width  limita* 
tions  on  the  Interstate  System,  in  order  to  make  certain  increases  in  such 
limitations;  ax/ia  S.  2511,  to  maintain  and  improve  the  income  of  producers  of 
crude  pine  gujrv,  to  stabilize  production  of  crude  pine  gum.  p.  H63* 


8.  PUBLIC  WORKS  •  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report/  S.  3710,  to  authorize  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
p.  D660 


9.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  this  Department  plans  for  works  of  improvement  on 
irious  watershed  projects;  to  Agriculture  and  Public  Works  Committees,  p. 
46320  * 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  D.  C.\  20250 

OFFICIAL  BUSINESS 


POSTAGE/AND  FEES  PAID 
U.S.  DEPARTMENT  /OF  AGRICULTURE 


)FFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(FOR  INFORMATION  ONLY; 

NOT  TO  BE  QUOTED  OR  CITED) 


Advertising.  e..ocoo.«oe.34 

Aging0ooooooo..©o.....*.27 

Appropriations.  .  .  . .  .  . .6,21 

Bsnk 1 n  g .o.©©©.©..o©o...ooo 

[Budget  00c... ..00.. ... 00. 29 
Buildings©  o . . . . . e  . . . . . . .  .7 

CCC... .....coo. ...o.oooo22 

Coffee,  oooo.ooooooo.  .ooeo3 

Education. .. ..... ... . .4,41 

Employment. ... .... ...  12 , 36 

Environmental  sciences ..30 
Expendi tures . ...........  38 

j  ^*XpOr  t  S  000.000000.  00.  C.o33 
:  Farm  income. ............I 

Farm  labor.  . y32 

Farm  program. ........ , .  14 

j  Federal  aid... . .✓39,42 


>sued  July  12,  1968 
For  anions  of  July  11,  1968 

90th-2nd;  No.  119 


0  0*0. 


A>  •o*ooeo 


0  0  *  0  0  0 


•  •0*0 


TENTS 

Flood  control 
Food  additives 
Food  stamps 
Foreign  curr 
Forest  Serv/ce 
Grains 
Health 
Highwa 
Housing 
Hunger. 

Land So. ...oooooo. .o.ooee 

legislative  program. ....  13x 

'Marketing. ....... ...... .43 

Military  construction ...  22 

Model  cities . .......27 

Oceanography. .......... .16 


00*0*00000 


00*00*0000000*0 


00*00000 


'  e  o  e  o 


000000000. 


o  o  o  o  o  • 


Peach  festival, 

Pollution , 

Price  stability, 

Public  Law  480, 

Public  works. 

Recreation. . 00  o  o .o . . o. . .24 
Rivers  and  harbors  ... 0 5 , 28 
Saf ety. 0.0. 0000000. ...oo23 

Taxation . . .44 

Trade. oooe......oo..oo.o 19 

Trade  f airs . .........  10 , 19 

Transportation . . 17 

Jrban  areas . . ..37 

Watersheds  .......<,....9,26 

Whe&t. . . © ...  33 

W 1 1 dli  fe,.o.i.* .00.0. ...24 


Opinion  poll . ......40 

j  HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  food  stamp  bill.  Houses  committee  reported 
i  bill  to  establish/Commission  on  Hunger.  House  committee  reported 'hi 1 1  to  implement 
International  Celrfee  Agreement  Senate  committee  reported  farm  billY  Senate  passed 
grain  inspection  bill.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  Interior  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

HOUSE 

1.  FOOD  ,£>TAMPS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of 
H.yR.  182U9,  the  food  stamp  bill.  p.  H6U35 

2.  JfUNGER.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  17^ 
to  establish  a  Commission  on  Hunger  (H.  Kept.  1708).  p.  H6Ii35 

3.  COFFEE.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  l8299>  to 

carry  out  the  obligations  of  the  U.  S.  under  the  International  Coffee  Agreement, 
1968  (H.  Rept.  170u) o  p.  H6U35 


-  2  - 


U.  EDUCATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  considers tip 
HvR.  15067,  the  Higher  Education  Act  amendments*  p.  H6U35 


5*  PUBLIC  WORKS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  3710,  to 
authorize  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control  (H.  Rept.  1709).  p.  H6I*35 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  conferees  on  H.  R.  16913,  the  agricultural .Appropriation 
bill,  were  given  until  midnight,  July  12,  to  file  a  report,  vs*  H6323 

Conferees  vtere  appointed  on  H.  R.  18038,  the  legislative  /branch  appropriation 
bill  (p.  H632I4.K  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 


7.  BUILDINGS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  222,  to  insure^ that  public  buildings 
financed  with  Federal  funds  are  so  designed  and  constructed  as  to  be  accessible 
to  the  physically  handicapped  (p.  H6330).  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 


8.  HIGHWAYS.  Conferees  wereXappointed  on  S.  3U18,  tbs' highway  authorization  bill 
(p.  H6331)*  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 


9*  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  approved  plans  for  works  of  improvement 
on  several  watershed  projects.  \p.  D668 


10.  TRADE  FAIRS.  The  Merchant  Marine  aixi  Fisheries  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  183U\  amended,  to  provide  for  the  continuation 
of  authority  to  develop  American-flagS<carriers  and  promote  the  foreign  commerce 
of  the  U.S.  through  the  use  of  mo  bi]/  os^ade  fairs,  p.  D668 


11.  PEACH  FESTIVAL.  Rep.  Edmondson  incited  hi£\colleagues  to  attend  the  annual 
Porter  (Okla.)  Peach  Festival  orfAug.  3*  p\H632U 


12.  EMPLOYMENT.  Rep.  Findley  discussed  his  proposed,  amendment  to  the  Rnployment  Act 
of  19U6  which  he  stated  "would  make  the  Employm<Xit  Act  more  explicit  on  the 
matter  of  full  employment /and  price  stability"  and.  "update  the  intent  of 
Congress  on  matters  concerning  the  conduct  of  natioh^.1  policy,  and  to  give 


price  stability  the  priority  it  deserves."  pp.  H6U10- 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM . /Rep .  Albert  announced  that  the  firXt  order  of  business  on 
Fri.  will  be  the  conference  report  on  the  Public  Law  U80  amendments,  p.  H6U05 


SENATE 


14, 


FARM  PROGRAM//  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  whth  amendments 
Sc  3590,  to  extend  and  improve  legislation  for  maintaining  farm  i\come,  stabili¬ 
zing  prices  and  assuring  adequate  supplies  of  agricultural  commodi  cs^es  (S.  Rept. 
1378).  /p.  S8423 


15, 


LANDS/  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment.  S, 

3687,  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  release  on  behalf  of  the Njnited 
S/ates  a  condition  in  a  deed  conveying  certain  lands  to  the  State  of  Ohio 
!.ept0  1379),  and  with  amendment  S.  3578,  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  release  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  a  condition  in  a  deed  conveying  certain 
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Mr.  Fallon,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3710] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  3710)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  prevention  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood,  and 
other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon 
with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  matter  which 
appears  in  the  reported  bill  in  italic  type. 

Purpose  of  the  Bill 

S.  3710  as  amended,  is  an  omnibus  river  and  harbor,  flood  control, 
and  basin  monetary  authorization  bill  similar  to  those  which  have 
been  considered  and  passed  in  recent  years.  The  last  such  omnibus 
bill  was  in  1966  and  the  last  monetary  authorization  bill  was  in  1967. 
Since  enactment  of  the  last  omnibus  bill,  a  number  of  reports  have 
been  submitted  to  Congress  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  navigation, 
beach  erosion  control,  flood  control,  and  related  purposes.  Since 
enactment  of  the  last  monetary  authorization  bill,  there  are  13  basins 
which  will  need  additional  authorization  in  order  that  appropriations 
can  be  requested  to  continue  the  work  in  the  basins.  A  total  of  72 
reports  are  included  in  the  bill  at  a  total  estimated  Federal  cost  of 
$1,121,319,000.  The  projects  are  located  in  31  States  and  cover  all 
types  of  works  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  and  within 
the  province  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  bill  also  authorizes  an 
increase  in  the  amount  of  $469  million  in  the  monetary  authorizations 
for  13  comprehensive  river  basin  plans  previously  approved  by  Con¬ 
gress.  The  total  monetary  amount  of  the  bill,  therefore  is  $1,586,279,000 

(1) 


2 


Hearings 

The  committee  held  3  weeks  of  hearings  on  this  bill.  This  was  in 
addition  to  those  held  by  the  Senate.  Complete  testimony  was 
received  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  technical  details  ot  the 
projects,  the  estimated  costs,  and  the  economic  justifications.  1  he 
committee  also  heard  testimony  on  a  number  of  projects  or  items  which 
it  felt  should  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  bill.  On  those 
projects  which  were  considered  of  a  controversial  nature,  testimony 
was  received  from  Members  of  Congress,  h  ederal  and  State  officials, 
representatives  of  local  organizations,  and  from  interested  citizens. 

Upper  Licking  River  Basin 

The  committee  heard  testimony  with  respect  to  a  proposal  for  the 
development  of  the  Upper  Licking  River  Basin  in  the  \  icinity  of 
Salyersville,  Ivy.,  and  was  particularly  impressed  by  the  approach 
and  concepts  that  were  used  in  formulating  a  water  resources  plan 
for  improving  the  economy  of  this  depressed  area  ot  Appalachia.  I  he 
Corps  of  Engineers  report,  which  is  a  pilot  effort  responsive  to  sec¬ 
tion  206  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act,  clearly 
identifies  the  developmental  opportunities  that  would  be  made  pos¬ 
sible  by  providing  flood  protection  and  other  water  and  related  land 
resources  services  to  the  Salyersville  area.  Of  particular  note  is  the 
fact  that  the  water  resources  plan  has  been  developed  as  an  integral 
part  of  a  total  economic  development  plan  for  the  area,  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  other  critical  public  and  private  investments.  The  Corps,  of 
Engineers  estimates  that  substantial  employment  and  business  gains 
would  result  from  implementation  of  this  plan,  bringing  a  high 
return  on  each  public  dollar  invested.  Ihe  committee  commends  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  and 
other  cooperating  Federal,  State  and  local  agencies  in  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  this  pioneering  effort,  and  believes  it  holds  considerable 
promise  for  application  in  other  planning  efforts  throughout  the 
country.  The  corps  should  continue  its  planning  and  research  efforts 
in  this  field.  The  committee  hopes  to  consider  this  report  for  author¬ 
ization  at  an  early  date  subsequent  to  the  submission  to  the  Congress 
of  the  study  called  for  under  section  206  of  the  Appalachian  Act. 

Uniform  Standards  for  Water  Resource  Development 

The  committee  has  noted  a  lack  of  uniformity  of  standards  for  the 
formulation  and  evaluation  of  water  resource  projects,  this  despite 
the  fact  that  on  May  1,  1962,  President  Kennedy  approved  a  memo¬ 
randum  from  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Interior,  Agriculture,  and 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  setting  forth  a  statement  of  policies, 
standards,  and  procedures  in  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review 
of  plans  for  the  use  and  development  of  water  and  related  land  re¬ 
sources  for  use  by  aU  Federal  agencies  in  their  formulation  of  land  and 
water  resources  development  projects,  lhat  memorandum  \\  as  printed 
as  Senate  Document  No.  97,  87th  Congress.. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  there  still  does  not  exist  the  uni¬ 
formity  contemplated  by  that  directive.  Of  particular  concern  is  that 
data  furnished  the  committees  of  Congress  does  not  always  accurately 
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reflect  all  primary  direct  and  indirect  benefits  as  well  as  the  secondary 
benefits  which  were  established  as  Federal  policy  6  years  ago. 

In  view  of  this  situation,  the  committee  feels  that  any  increase  in 
the  discount  rate  must  be  accompanied  by  a  recommendation  and  re- 
evaluation  of  the  principles,  standards,  and  procedures  for  economic 
analysis  of  Federal  water  and  related  land  resources  projects  and  the 
use  of  such  principles,  standards,  and  procedures  by  all  concerned 
agencies. 

Shore  Protection 

In  the  course  of  developing  this  bill  considerable  evidence  came  to 
light  which  casts  doubt  upon  the  adequacy  of  existing  shore  protection 
authorities.  In  particular,  the  report  submitted  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  in  response  to  section  314  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1965, 
and  printed  as  Senate  Document  No.  10,  90th  Congress,  reveals  that 
the  actual  accomplishments  are  insignificant,  relative  to  the  magnitude 
of  the  great  losses  which  the  Nation  is  sustaining  as  a  result  of  the 
destruction  of  shore  properties.  The  committee  has  concluded,  there¬ 
fore,  that  the  present  legislative  base  for  the  Federal  shore  protection 
program  should  be  reviewed,  Accordingly,  the  committee  plans  to 
schedule  hearings  next  year  with  a  view  to  determining  the  adequacy 
of  shore  protection  legislation,  and  of  the  program  being  carried  out 
thereunder.  The  inclusion  of  section  106  in  this  bill  authorizing  an 
appraisal  investigation  and  study  of  the  coastal  areas  of  the  United 
States  is  not  intended  to  preclude  consideration  of  changes  in  general 
beach  erosion  and  shore  protection  legislation. 

Sabine  River  and  Tributaries  Comprehensive  Study 

The  committee  heard  testimony  on  severe  flood  damages  with  re¬ 
sultant  loss  of  life  and  serious  economic  disruption  to  communities 
near  the  Sabine  River,  Tex.  The  testimony  indicated  that  the  Water 
Resources  Council  is  presently  reviewing  the  comprehensive  basin 
survey  report,  Sabine  River  and  tributaries,  Texas  and  Louisiana, 
which  was  prepared  by  the  Ad  Hoc  Sabine  Basin  Coordinating 
Committee. 

In  view  of  the  demonstrated  need  for  flood  protection  in  this  area, 
the  committee  urges  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  participant  in  the 
comprehensive  study,  to  complete  its  report  on  such  protective  meas¬ 
ures  and  to  expedite  the  submission  of  individual  projects  for  the 
joint  flood  control  and  navigation  project  on  the  Sabine  River  of 
Texas  in  order  that  these  items  may  be  considered  for  the  next 
omnibus  river  and  harbor  and  flood  control  bill. 

Missouri  River  Navigation  Project 

Although  the  committee  heard  considerable  testimony  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  plans  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  provide  for 
much  needed  stabilization  of  the  riverbanks  and  provision  of  a  nav¬ 
igable  channel  from  the  vicinity  of  Yankton,  S.  Dak.,  to  Sioux  City, 
Iowa,  authorization  for  construction  of  the  project  has  not  been 
included  in  the  bill  because  necessary  action  in  the  executive  branch 
was  not  completed.  However,  in  view  of  the  importance  of  the  project, 
the  committee  urges  that  the  report  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  at 
an  early  date  for  further  consideration. 
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SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL— MONETARY  SUMMARY  OF  BILL  AND  LIST  OF  PROJECTS  BY  STATES 


TITLE  I 

Number  Amount 

Navigation  projects _ 30  $322,053,000 

Beach  erosion _ 1  680,000 

Total,  title  I . . 31  322,733,000 

TITLE  II 

Flood  control,  hurricane,  and  multiple-purpose  projects _ _ 41  $798,586,000 

Total  projects.... . . . 72  1,121,319,000 

TITLE  III 

Basin  monetary  authorizations  (13  basins) _ _ _  $469,000,000 

Grand  total  (71  projects  and  13  basins) . . . . . . .  1,  590, 319, 000 


List  of  projects  by  Slates 


Project  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Alabama _  None 


Alaska: 

Navigation : 

Kake  Harbor _  $1,  760,  000 

King  Cove  Harbor _  522,  000 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows _  3,  030,  000 


Total,  navigation _  5,  312,  000 

Flood  control:  Tanana  River  at  Fairbanks _  111,700,000 


Total,  Alaska _  117,  012,  000 

Arizona _  None 


Arkansas : 

Navigation:  Red  River  Waterway.  (See  Louisiana.) 

Flood  control: 

Belle  Fountain  D.  &  D.  District  No.  17,  St.  Francis 


River _  4,  638,  000 

Crooked  Creek  at  Harrison _  2,  840,  000 

Lake  Chicot _  15,  240,  000 

St.  Francis  River  Basin _  0 


Total,  Arkansas _  22,  718,  000 


California: 

Navigation: 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay _  2,  430,  000 

San  Diego  Harbor _  5,  360,  000 

Ventura  Marina _  1,  540,  000 

Port  Hueneme _  1,  000,  000 


Total,  navigation _ _  10,  330,  000 


Flood  control: 

Alhambra  Creek _ „ _  S,  000,  000 

Cucamonga  Creek _  26,  300,  000 

Feather  River,  vicinity  of  Chester _  940,  000 

Mad  River _  38,  600,  000 

Sweetwater  River _  4,  900,  000 


Total,  flood  control _  78,  740,  000 


Total,  California _  89,  070,  000 
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List  of  'projects  by  States — Con. 

Project  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Colorado:  Flood  control:  Bear  Creek,  South  Platte  River _ $32,  314,  000 


Connecticut: 

Flood  control: 

Norwalk  River _  2,  700,  000 

Park  River _  30,  300,  000 


Total,  Connecticut _  33,  000,  000 

Delaware:  Flood  control:  Delaware  coast _  5,  584,  000 

District  of  Columbia _  None 


Florida: 

Navigation: 

Brevard  County  (beach  erosion) _  680,  000 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to  Tampa  Bay..  40,  000,  000 
Miami  Harbor _  6,  476,  000 


Total,  navigation _ _ _  47,  156,  000 


Flood  control: 

Dade  County _  11,  805,  000 

Hillsborough  Bay _  9,  909,  000 

Martin  County _  (8,  072,  000) 

Water  resources,  C.  &  S.  Florida _  (58,  182,  000) 


Total,  flood  control _  21,  714,  000 


Total,  Florida _  68,  870,  000 

Georgia _  None 


Hawaii: 

Navigation:  Harbors  of  refuge _  1,  256,  000 

Flood  control:  Iao  Stream _  1,  660,  000 


Total,  Hawaii _  2,  916,  000 

Idaho _  None 

Illinois: 

Navigation:  Cal-Sag  bridges,  pt.  II.  (See  Indiana.) 

Flood  control: 

Mississippi  River,  Cassville,  Wis.,  to  mile  300 _  21,  300,  000 

Wabash  River.  (See  Indiana.) 


Total,  Illinois _  21,  300,  000 


Indiana: 

Navigation:  Cal-Sag  Bridges  Pt.  II _  33,  265,  000 

Flood  control:  Wabash  River _  37,  100,  000 


Total,  Indiana _  70,  365,  000 


Iowa : 

Flood  control: 

Big  Sioux,  vicinity  of  Sioux  City _  2,  750,  000 

Mississippi  River,  Cassville,  Wis.,  to  Mile  300.  (See 

Illinois.) _  _ 

Nishnabotna  River  at  Exira _  2,  040,  000 


Total,  Iow'a _  4,  790,  000 


Kansas _  None 

Kentucky:  Flood  control:  Southwest  Jefferson  County _  19,  800,  000 


Total,  Kentucky _  19,  800,  000 
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List  of  projects  by  States— Con. 

Project  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Louisiana: 

Navigation: 

Atchafalaya  River  &  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf  and  Black _  $8,  645,  OOO 

Mississippi  River — Gulf  Outlet  and  Michoud  Canal _  1,  300,  000 

Mississippi  River,  vicinity  of  Venice _  4,  520,  000 

R.ed  River  Waterway _  50,  000,  000 


Total,  Louisiana _  64,  465,  000 


Maine _  None 

Maryland _  None 

Massachusetts: 

Navigation: 

Fall  River  Harbor _  8,  762,  000 

Ipswich  River _  616,  000 


Total,  Navigation _  9,  378,  000 

Flood  control:  Charles  River _  18,  620,  000 


Total,  Massachusetts _  27,  998,  000 


Michigan: 

Navigation: 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel _  31,  300,  000 

Forestville  Harbor _  538,  000 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor _  466,  000 


Total,  Michigan _  32,  304,  000 


Minnesota:  Flood  control:  South  Branch  Wild  Rice  River  and 

Felton  Ditch _  1,  230,  000 


Total,  Minnesota _  1,  230,  000 


Mississippi : 

Navigation:  Yazoo  River _  52,  147,  000 

Flood  control:  Pascagoula  River-Tallahala  Creek _  16,  360,  000 


Total,  Mississippi _  68,  507,  000 


Missouri : 

Flood  control: 

Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  Drainage  District  No.  17,  St. 

Francis  River,  (See  Arkansas.) _ 

Little  Blue  River,  vicinity  of  Kansas  City _  38,  492,  000 


St.  Francis  River  Basin.  (See  Arkansas.) _ 

Montana _  None 

Nebraska:  Flood  control:  Papillion  Creek  and  Tributaries _  26,  800,  000 


Nevada _  None 

New  Hampshire:  Flood  control:  Beaver  Dam,  Connecticut  River.  1,  185,  000 


New  Jersey _ _ _ _ _  None 

New  Mexico _  None 

New  York: 

N  avigation : 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor _  1,  315,  000 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park _  500,  000 

Hempstead  Harbor _  703,  000 

Wilson  Harbor _ ^ _  198,000 


Total,  New  York _  2,  716,  000 
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List  of  projects  by  Stales — Con. 

Project  Estimated  Federal  cost 

North  Carolina: 

Flood  control: 

Cape  Fear  River: 

Randleman _ _  $19,  463,  000 

Howards  Mill _ _ . _ _ _ _ r _  12,  460,  000 


Total,  North  Carolina _  31,  923,  000 


North  Dakota:  Flood  control:  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization.  4,  040,  000 
Ohio: 

Flood  control: 

Licking  River _  32,  953,  000 


Wabash  River.  (See  Indiana.) 

Oklahoma:  Navigation:  Red  River  Waterway.  (See  Louisiana.) 

Oregon _ , _  None 

Pennsylvania _  None 

Rhode  Island: 

Navigation: 

Bristol  Harbor _  S73,  000 

Fall  River  Harbor.  (See  Massachusetts.) 

South  Carolina:  Navigation:  Cooper  River-Charleston  Harbor _  35,  3S1,  000 

South  Dakota:  Flood  control:  Big  Sioux  River.  (See  Iowa.) 

Tennessee _  None 


Texas : 

Navigation: 

Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River _  8,  000,  000 

Red  River  Waterway.  (See  Louisiana.) 

Corpus  Christi  Waterway _  19,  042,  000 


Total,  navigation _ ! _  27,  042,  000 

Flood  control: 

Aquilla  Creek  watershed _  23,  612,  000 

Clear  Creek _  12,  600,  000 

Navasota  River _  55,  487,  000 

Pecan  Bayou _  24,  861,  000 

Texas  City  and  vicinity _ 10,  990,  000 


Total,  flood  control _ _  127,  550,  000 


Tn+nl  PoYfl  Q  1  fi4  qOO  000 

Utah :  Flood  control :  Little  Dell  Reservoir IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII  22’  66R  000 


Vermont _ i _ _  None 

Virginia:  Flood  control:  Rappahannock  River  (Salem  Church 

Reservoir) _ ... _  79,  500,  000 


Washington:  Navigation:  Snohomish  River _ , _  1,  108,  000 


West  Virginia _ _ i. _  None 

Wisconsin: 

Flood  control: 

Mississippi  River-Cassville,  Wis.,  to  mile  300,  Illinois. 

(See  Illinois.) 

State  Road  and  Ebner  Coulees _ _  6,  849,  000 


Wyoming _ : _  None 
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Analysis  of  Title  I 

SECTION  101 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  navigation 
and  beach  erosion  control  works  in  title  I.  The  initial  table  lists  the 
projects,  project  document  numbers,  and  estimated  Federal  costs. 
Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project 

TITLE  I.  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 
NAVIGATION  PROJECTS 


Project 


Document  number  &  Congress  Federal  cost 
of  new  work 


Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf  and  Black,  La _  -  . .  H.  155,  90th 

Bristol  Harbor,  R.l _  H.  174,  90th 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  N.Y _  _ _  H.  97,  90th. 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands _  - _  H.  353,  90th 

Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  S.C _  ...  _ S.  88,  90th.. 

Corpus  Christi  WW,  Tex . . . . . S.  90th _ 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Mich . . .  H.  338,  90th 

Fall  River  Harbor,  Mass  and  R.l _  .  .  _ _ ...  _  H.  175,  90th 

Forestville  Harbor,  Mich _ _  _  H.  183,  90th. 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to  Tampa  Bay,  Fla _ ......  S.  90th _ 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  N.Y _  H.  90th _ 

Hempstead  Harbor,  N.Y _ _ _  ...  .  .  H.  101,90th. 

Humboldt  Bay  &  Harbor.  Calif _ _ _ _ _  H.  330  90th 

Illinois  Waterway  Cal-Sag.  Ind _ _ _ H.  45  85th. 

Ipswich  River,  Mass . . . . . H.  265  90th 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska _ _ _ _ _ S.  70  90th.. 

King  Cove  Harbor.  Alaska _ _ _ S.  13  90th  . 

Miami  Harbor  Fla _ _ _ _ _ S.  93  90th.. 

Mississippi  River,  gulf  outlet  and  Michoud  Canal,  La _  S _ 

Mississippi  River  Outlets,  Venice,  La  . . .  H.  90th _ 

Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River,  Tex _ S _ 

Port  Hueneme  Harbor,  Calif _  H.,  90th _ 

Red  River  Waterway,  La.,  Tex.,  Ark.,  and  Okla _ _  H.  304,  90th 

San  Diego  Harbor,  Calif _  H.,  90th _ 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska . . . . . S.  95,  90th.. 

Snohomish  River,  Everett  Harbor,  Wash _  H.,  90th _ 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Mich . .  H.  189,  90th 

Ventura  Marina,  Calif _ _ _ _ H.,  90th _ 

Wilson  Harbor,  N.Y _ _ _ _ _  H.  112,  90th. 

Yazoo  River,  Miss . . . . . . . H.  342,  90th. 


$8, 645, 000 
873, 000 
1,315,  000 
1,256,000 
35. 381,000 
19, 042, 000 
31,  300,  000 
8,  762,  000 
538, 000 
40, 000,  000 
500, 000 
703,000 
2, 430,  000 
33,  265, 000 
616, 000 
1,760, 000 
522, 000 
6, 476, 000 
1,300,  00 
4, 520, 000 
8,  000, 000 
1,000, 000 
50. 000, 000 
5, 360,  000 
3,  030,  000 
1,018,  000 
466, 000 
1,  540, 000 
198,  000 
52,147,000 


Total  navigation  (30  projects) 


322, 053, 000 


BEACH  EROSION  PROJECTS 


Brevard  County,  Fla . 

Total  beach  erosion  (1  project) 


H.  352,  90th 


$680, 000 
680, 000 


Grand  total  (31  projects) 


322,  733,  000 


Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf,  and  Black,  La. 

(H.  Doc.  155,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  lower  Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene, 
Boeuf,  and  Black  are  located  in  the  coastal  area  of  south-central 
Louisiana  in  the  vicinity  of  Morgan  City  about  60  to  70  miles  west 
of  New  Orleans. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  June  16  and  23,  1964,  respectively. 

Existing  project.- — The  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for  a 
channel  20  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  Atchafalaya  Bay  to  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  crosses  the  Atchafa¬ 
laya  River  just  south  of  Morgan  City;  its  existing  dimensions  are 
12  by  125  feet.  Other  nearby  projects  are:  Houma  navigation  channel, 
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maintenance  of  channel  15  by  150  feet;  Intracoastal  Waterway, 
Mississippi  River  to  Bayou  Teche,  La.,  channel  5  by  40  feet  in  Bayou 
Black.  Also  levees  of  the  Atehafalaya  River  floodway  are  in  the  area. 

Navigation  problem. — Inadequate  depths  and  widths  cause  substan¬ 
tial  increases  in  operating  costs  due  to  reduced  speed  and  occasional 
groundings  of  tenders,  barges,  and  tugs  used  in  offshore  drilling.  Also 
existing  channels  are  inadequate  for  the  movement  of  large  offshore 
drilling  equipment  constructed  or  repaired  at  the  existing  shipyards 
and  to  allow  this  large  equipment  to  be  brought  inland  during  hurri¬ 
canes. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  channel  20 
feet  deep  over  a  bottom  width  of  400  feet  from  the  vicinity  of  U.S. 
Highway  No.  90  crossing  over  Bayou  Boeuf  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
via  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Bayou  Chene,  the  Avoca  Island- 
Cutoff  Bayou  drainage  channel,  the  lower  Atehafalaya  River,  and  the 
existing  project  across  Atehafalaya  Bay  to  the  20-foot  depth  contour 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  a  20-  by  400-foot  channel  in  Bayou  Black 
and  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  major  shipyard  on 
Bayou  Black  at  U.S.  Highway  No.  90  to  Bayou  Chene. 


Estimated  Cost  ( Price  level  of  June  1966) 

Federal _ _ _ 1  $8,  645,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  8S1,  000 

Total _  1  9,  526,  000 

■  Excludes  $25,000  for  aids  to  navigation. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

_  $345, 000 

_ _  911,000  . 

$35, 000 

$380,  000 
911,000 

Total - - - - 

. . .  1,256,000 

35, 000 

1,291,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Saving  to  drilling  rigs -  $888,  000 

Saving  in  time  to  auxiliary  vessels _  600,  000 

Reduced  flood  damages _  42,  000 

Total _  1,530,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio . — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project 
and  for  aids  to  navigation;  accomplish  all  modifications  to  roads, 
bridges,  pipelines,  cables,  and  any  other  utilities  and  improvements 
necessary  for  the  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing  and  able  to  comply  with 
the  required  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Coalmen's  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthor¬ 
ized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation 
transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  existing  navigation  channels  are  inadequate  to  ac¬ 
commodate  large  offshore  oil  drilling  floating  equipment,  restrictive 
and  unsafe  for  the  attendant  tugs,  barges,  and  tenders  used  in  servicing 
offshore  drilling  operations.  The  committee  notes  that  the  improve¬ 
ments  will  permit  the  deeper  and  larger  oil  drilling  floating  plant  to 
use  the  channels  and  provide  transportation  savings  and  safer  naviga¬ 
tion  conditions  for  service  vessels.  The  committee  believes  that  the 
improvement  is  urgently  needed  to  serve  the  rapidly  expanding  oil 
operations  and  related  industrial  development  occurring  in  this  area. 

Brevard  County,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  352,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Approximately  in  the  center  of  Florida’s  Atlantic  coast, 
south  of  Cape  Kennedy. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  and  House  Public 
Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted  September  3,  1963  and  April  14, 
1964,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — An  authorized  sand-transfer  plant  planned  for 
Canaveral  Harbor,  expected  to  bypass  littoral  drift  now  trapped  at 
that  harbor,  is  compatible  with  the  recommended  project. 

Erosion  problem. — Considerable  progressive  erosion  damage  and 
lowering  of  the  beach  profile  threatens  upland  improvements  and 
reduced  recreational  beach  area. 

Recommended  plan  o  f  improvement . — Artificial  placement  of  beach  fill 
along  2.8  miles  of  City  of  Cape  Canaveral  coast,  and  along  2  miles  of 
Indialantie  and  Melbourne  Beach,  to  provide  50-foot  berm  at  10  feet 
elevation,  mean  low  water,  seaward  of  existing  seawall  or  dune  face 
and  either  separable  plan  may  be  constructed  independently  of  the 
other. 

Estimated  cost  ( fall  1966  price  level) 

Federal _  $680,  000 

Non-Federal _ -  683,000 

Total _ _ _ - _ - _  1,363,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 
Maintenance  and  operation 

Total . 


$27,700  $27,800  $55,500 

30,500  30,500  61,000 


58,200  58,300  116,  500 
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Annual  benefits: 

Beach  recreation _  $355,  00C 

Land  loss  prevention _ 17,  200 

Damage  prevention _ _ _ _ 3,  700 

Land  enhancement _  34,  600 


Total _ l _ _  410,  500 


Benefit-cost  ratio: 

City  of  Cape  Canaveral _ , _ _  5.  9 

Indialantic  and  Melbourne  Beach _  2.  5 


Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  costs, 
sums  presently  estimated  at  $424,500  at  the  City  of  Cape  Canaveral, 
and  $255,500  at  Indialantic  and  Melbourne  Beach,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of 
pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs 
to  be  made  after  actual  ownership  of  beaches  and  actual  costs  have  been 
determined;  contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  beach  nourishment  costs 
at  Indialantic  and  Melbourne  Beach  for  the  first  10  years  of  project 
life,  presently  estimated  at  $30,500  annually,  such  contributions  to  be 
made  prior  to  each  nourishment  operation;  provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  including  borrow 
areas,  and  relocations  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  nourish¬ 
ment  of  the  project,  now  estimated  at  $3,000;  provide,  after  the  first 
10  years  of  project  life,  periodic  nourishment  of  the  restored  beach  at 
Indialantic  and  Melbourne  Beach  during  the  project  life,  as  may  be 
required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose;  maintain  continued  public 
ownership  and  use  of  the  shore  upon  which  the  amount  of  Federal 
participation  is  based,  and  its  administration  for  public  use  during  the 
project  life;  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  health  of  bathers;  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  that  may  result  from  the  initial  construction  and  peri¬ 
odic  nourishment.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  plan  will  reduce  the  existing  erosion  prob¬ 
lem  and  is  needed  to  continue  development  of  the  recreational  potential 
of  the  area. 


Bristol  Harbor,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  174,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bristol  Harbor  is  located  on  the  east  side  of  Narragansett 
Bay,  about  13  miles  southeast  of  Providence,  R.I. 

Authority. — A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  July  29,  1955. 

Existing  projects. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  the 
harbor. 

Navigation  problem. — The  use  of  Bristol  Harbor  is  hampered  by 
southerly  storms.  Small  boat  navigation  is  hazardous  during  such 
storm  periods  and  waterfront  facilities  and  moored  vessels  often  are 
damaged  by  storm  waves. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
consists  of  a  1600-foot  long  detached  breakwater  located  strategically 
in  the  harbor  mouth  to  block  southerly  storm  waves.  The  structure 
would  be  of  stone  and  would  extend  about  10  feet  above  mean  low 
Water  level. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  June  1966 ) 

Federal _  $873,  000 

Non-Federal _  491,  000 

Total _  1,  364,  000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

Maintenance _ _ 

. .  $35,700 

. . .  6, 600 

$19, 500 
None 

$55, 200 
6,600 

Total _ _ 

. .  42,300 

19, 500 

61,800 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _  $65,  400 

Commercial  navigation _  24,  750 

Waterfront  protection _  1,  500 


Total _  91,  650 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation.- — Contribute  in  cash  36  percent  of  construction 
cost,  presently  estimated  at  $491,000;  provide  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  maintenance;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  maintain  existing  public 
landings;  and  establish  regulations  prohibiting  waste  discharge  and 
pollution  within  the  harbor  by  users  thereof.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 


13 


Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s 
instructions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project 
as  unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — This  project  is  needed  to  protect  the  harbor  and  de¬ 
veloped  waterfront  against  waves  during  the  high  water  caused  by 
hurricanes  and  southerly  storms. 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  97,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Cattaraugus  Creek  flows  into  Lake  Erie  about  24  miles 
southwesterly  of  Buffalo  Harbor,  N.Y. 

Authority. — Section  6  of  the  1945  River  and  Harbor  Act;  Section  7 
of  the  1946  River  and  Harbor  Act;  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
Resolution  approved  January  6,  1950. 

Existing  'project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  or 
navigation  projects  in  the  Cattaraugus  Creek  Basin. 

Flood  and  navigation  problem. — Floods  occur  almost  every  year  near 
the  mouth  of  the  creek  from  spring  runoff  and  ice  jams  which  restrict 
stream  flows.  A  shifting  sand  and  gravel  bar  across  the  creek  entrance 
interferes  with  navigation,  at  tunes  blocking  it  to  all  types  of  naviga¬ 
tion. 

Recommended,  plan  of  improvement . — Breakwaters  in  Lake  Erie  at 
the  mouth  of  the  creek,  the  final  arrangements  to  be  determined  by 
further  studies;  entrance  channel  100  feet  wide  and  8  feet  deep  from 
the  lake  to  a  maneuvering  area;  irregular  shaped  maneuvering  area 
300  feet  by  600  feet,  6  feet  deep  and  a  channel  100  feet  wide,  from  the 
maneuvering  area  upstream  about  1,900  feet;  a  riprapped  friction 
section  extending  about  750  feet  upstream  from  the  navigation  channel 
through  the  New  York  Central  Railroad  bridge;  levees  on  the  left 
bank  with  total  length  of  about  770  feet;  and  recreational  facilities 
at  the  creek  mouth  for  breakwater  fishing. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  September  196 Jf) 

Federal _  1  $1,  315,  ,000 

Non-Federal _  525,  000 

Total _ J _  1,  S40,  000 

i  Includes  reimbursement  of  one-half  the  separable  costs  of  recreational  features,  currently  estimated  at 
$30,000. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization -  - 

Maintenance  and  operations . 

. .  $54,800 

. . . . .  1  20,500 

$23,400 

18,  500 

$78, 200 
39, 000 

Total . -- . - . 

_ _ 75,300 

41,900 

117,200 

i  Includes  $1,000  for  maintenance  for  navigation  aids. 
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Annual  benefits: 

Navigation _ $81,  800 

Flood  damages  prevented _  50,  200 

Enhancement _  1,  700 

Recreational  fishing _  16,  500 


Total _ ! _  150,  200 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  that  portion  of 
the  first  cost  of  Federal  construction  allocated  to  navigation,  such 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $525,000  to  be  paid  either  in  a 
lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  over 
the  construction  period;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  sub¬ 
sequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the 
request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest 
for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  any  necessary  retaining 
dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  cost  of  such  re¬ 
taining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  establish  a  compe¬ 
tent  and  properly  constituted  public  body  empowered  to  prescribe  and 
enforce  regulations  pertaining  to  flood  control  and  to  regulate  the  use 
and  development  of  the  harbor  and  related  facilities,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  provide 
and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  the  service 
channels  to  principal  docks  and  berthing  areas  commensurate  with 
those  provided  in  the  Federal  project,  and  necessary  mooring  facilities 
and  parking  and  service  areas,  including  a  launching  ramp,  sanitary 
facilities,  and  an  adequate  public  landing  or  wharf,  with  provision  for 
the  sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water,  available  to  all 
on  equal  terms;  contribute  in  cash  41  percent  of  the  annual  Federal 
maintenance  costs,  excluding  aids  to  navigation,  such  contribution 
representing  the  costs  allocated  to  flood  control  for  channels  and 
breakwaters,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $13,500  annually; 
maintain  and  operate  the  flood  control  portion  of  the  project  above  the 
navigation  channel  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  to  prevent 
encroachment  or  obstruction  on  channels  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
to  proper  functioning  of  the  project  for  flood  control;  establish  regula¬ 
tions  prohibiting  discharge  of  untreated  sewage,  gargage,  and  other 
pollutants  in  the  waters  of  the  harbor  by  users  thereof,  which  regula¬ 
tions  shall  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  or  regulations  of 
Federal,  State,  and  local  authorities  responsible  for  pollution  preven¬ 
tion  and  control;  and  with  respect  to  the  recreational  facilities,  pay, 
contribute  in  kind  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with 
interest,  one-half  of  the  cost  of  modifications  necessary  to  provide  for 
recreational  fishing  on  the  breakwater,  and  one-half  of  the  cost  of 
associated  access  facilities,  parking  areas,  and  sanitary  facilities,  the 
amount  involved  being  currently  estimated  at  $30,000,  subject  to 
final  adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  and  bear 
all  costs  of  maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  of  the  modifica¬ 
tions  and  associated  facilities,  the  amount  involved  being  currently 
estimated  at  $3,000  on  an  average  annual  basis.  The  improvement  for 
navigation  and  flood  control  may  be  undertaken  independently  of 
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providing  public  recreational  facilities  for  breakwater  fishing  whenever 
the  required  local  cooperation  for  navigation  and  flood  control  has 
been  furnished.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  to  provide 
the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Appalachian  Regional  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s 
instructions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project 
as  unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  project  would  alleviate  both  navigation  and  flood 
problems  and  is  a  worthy  project. 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands  (Harbors  for  Light- 

Draft  Vessels) 

(H.  Doc.  353,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbors  are  located  at  communities  on  the  islands  of 
Kauai,  Oahu,  and  Maui. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Acts  of  March  2,  1945,  and  May  17, 
1950. 

Existing  projects. — There  are  no  Federal  navigation  improvements 
at  the  recommended  project  sites.  Federal  navigation  improvements 
have  been  constructed  specifically  for  light-draft  vessels  at  Manele 
Harbor  on  Lanai  and  Haleiwa  Harbor,  Oahu.  In  addition  to  Manele 
and  Haleiwa  Harbors,  there  are  21  light-draft  vessel  harbors  along 
the  coasts  of  Hawaii  operated  by  the  State  and  private  interests. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  need  for  additional  protected  harbors 
at  various  localities  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands  for  existing  and  future 
recreational  and  commercial  fishing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  improvement  of 
existing  State-operated  light-draft  vessel  harbors  at  Kikiaola,  Kauai; 
Ala  Wai,  Oahu;  and  Maalaea,  Maui. 


ESTIMATED  COST  (1966  PRICE  BASE) 

Location 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Kikiaola,  Kauai . . .  . . 

Ala  Wai,  Oahu . .  . . 

Maalaea,  Maui . . . . — 

. . $236,000 

_ 555,000 

_  465, 000 

$257,  000 
535, 000 
249,  000 

$393, 000 
1,  090,  000 
714, 000 

Total. . . . . . . . 

1,256,000 

1,041,000 

2, 297,  000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS  AND  BENEFIT-COST  RATIO 


Location  Annual  Annual  Benefit-cost 

charges  benefits  ratio 


Kikiaola,  Kauai _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  $24,800  $45,300  1.8 

Ala  Wai,  Oahu.. . . . - _ _ _ ..  48,000  267,600  5.6 

Maaiaea,  Maui . . . . .  34,400  80,700  2.3 


Total.. . - . . . . .  107,200  393,600  3.7 


Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  a  part  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment 
after  actual  costs  have  been  determined,  as  follows: 


Construction  Local  cash  contribution 

Location  cost 1  - 

Percent  Present 

estimate 


Kikiaola,  Kaui . . . $463,000  49.9  $227,000 

Ala  Wai,  Oahu . 1,090,000  50.0  535,000 

Maaiaea,  Maui. _ 714,000  35.5  249,000 


Total . . . . .  2,267,000  44.6  1,011,000 


i  Excludes  non-Federal  costs  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations. 

Provide  all  necessary  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way;  provide 
and  maintain  all  necessary  berthing  facilities  including  adequate 
depths  in  the  berthing  areas;  maintain  an  adequate  depth  in  the  Ala 
Wai  Harbor  entrance  channel;  provide  and  maintain  all  necessary 
terminal  facilities;  accomplish  any  necessary  utility  or  other  reloca¬ 
tions  or  alterations;  and  establish  regulations  prohibiting  pollution  of 
harbors  by  users  thereof.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  is  amply  justified  and  would 
afford,  together  with  light-draft  vessel  harbors  previously  authorized, 
and  the  existing  private  and  State  facilities,  an  integrated  system  of 
harbors  for  light-draft  vessels  plying  the  Hawaiian  waters.  The 
required  cash  contribution  by  local  interests  is  in  accordance  with 
existing  policy. 

Cooper  River,  S.C.  (Shoaling  in  Charleston  Harbor) 

(S.  Doc.  88,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Charleston  Harbor  and  vicinity  on  the  Atlantic  Coast  of 
South  Carolina. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  6,  1960. 

Existing  project. — Channel  35  feet  deep  from  Atlantic  Ocean  to  the 
N  aval  Weapons  Annex  (mile  19.8)  with  varying  widths;  a  channel  35 
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feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  through  Town  Creek;  a  connecting  channel 
in  Shem  Creek  10  feet  deep;  and  a  channel  10  feet  deep  from  Shem 
Creek  to  the  Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway.  The  project  includes 
two  entrance  jetties.  The  project  provides  authority  for  additional 
channel  and  anchorage  works  if  found  necessary  in  the  interest  of 
national  defense,  which  have  not  been  constructed. 

Navigation  problem. — A  serious  silting  and  shoaling  problem  has 
developed  through  diversion  of  silt-laden  fresh  water  of  the  Santee 
River  into  the  salt  water  of  the  harbor  as  a  result  of  construction  in 
1942  by  the  South  Carolina  Public  Service  Authority,  of  Pinopolis 
Dam,  powerplant  and  related  facilities,  under  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  license. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — -The  project  provides  for 
rediversion  of  most  of  the  Santee  River  waters  from  above  Pinopolis 
Dam  into  the  Santee  River  through  a  canal  about  14  miles  long.  A 
hydroelectric  plant  of  84,000-kilowatt  capacity  would  generate 
power  using  the  rediverted  flow  in  the  canal  and  compensate  for  the 
limitation  in  flow  and  loss  of  power  at  the  existing  Pinopolis  power- 
plant.  The  plan  also  provides  for  related  fish  and  wildlife  features, 
including  a  herring  lift,  replacement  of  a  fish  hatchery,  and  a  gated 
control  structure.  The  project  also  provides  that  during  the  period 
prior  to  construction,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  be  authorized  to  negotiate  with  the  South  Carolina 
Public  Service  Authority  with  a  view  to  limitation  of  releases  from 
Pinopolis  Dam  to  Cooper  River  and  reimbursement  to  the  authority 
for  the  costs  involved,  provided  that  such  reimbursement  shall  not 
exceed  estimated  average  Federal  cost  of  maintenance  of  Charleston 
Harbor. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1955  price  level) 

Federal _ 1  $35,  381,  000 

Noil-Federal _  _ 

Total _  35,  381,  000 

>  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  one-half  the  separable  cost  allocated  to  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
under  the  Recreation  Act,  currently  estimated  at  $240,000;  however,  these  costs  will  be  Federal  if  it  is  estab¬ 
lished  that  the  construction  is  to  serve  a  Federal  fish  and  wildlife  program  (ejg.,  national  wildlife  refuge). 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _ 

_  $1,496,000 

_  191,000 

(0 

0) 

$1,496,  000 
191,000 

Total _ _ _ 

Estimated  net  power  betterment,  deduct . . . 

. . .  1,687,000 

(>) 

1,687,000 

2-417,000 

Adjusted  annual  charges . . . 

1,270,  000 

1  Federal  1st  costs  which  are  reimbursable  under  provisions  of  Recreation  Act.  No  breakdown  available  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  fish  and  wildlife  features. 

2  Reimbursable  to  Federal  Government. 


Annual  benefits:  Harbors 

Reduced  dredging _ $2,  500,  000 

Commercial  navigation  savings _  100,  000 

Navy,  savings _  50,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  100,  000 


Total _  2,  750,  000 
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Benejit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation.— Local  interests  are  required  to  pay  all  better¬ 
ments  from  increase  in  electric  generating  capacity  provided,  estimated 
at  $417,000  annually.  South  Carolina  Public  Service  Authority  agrees 
to  cooperate  if  they  are  not  adversely  affected.  Also,  local  interests 
may  have  to  participate  in  the  cost  of  a  gated  structure  on  the  South 
Santee  River  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  in  accordance  with  P.L. 
89-72,  unless  it  is  determined  that  the  structure  would  serve  primarily 
a  Federal  fish  and  wildlife  program.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  oj  South  Carolina. — Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommends  against  authorization  of  the  proposed  project  at  this 
time,  on  the  basis  that  the  need  therefor  could  be  obviated  by  possible 
restrictions  which  might  be  imposed  in  relicensing  of  the  Pinopolis 
powerplant  in  1976.  However,  the  Bureau  does  not  object  to  an  “early 
implementation”  agreement  until  April  1,  1976,  under  which  the 
corps  would  purchase  power  for  the  Authority  in  return  for  restricted 
flows  through  Pinopolis,  provided  that  the  power  cost  would  not 
exceed  the  benefits  of  reduced  dredging. 

Remarks. — The  committee  held  extensive  hearings  on  this  project, 
and  considers  that  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
provide  an  equitable  solution  to  a  very  difficult  problem. 

Corpus  Christi  Waterway,  Tex. 

(S.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Port  Aransas-Corups  Christi  Waterway  is  on  the 
southern  coast  of  Texas,  180  miles  southwest  of  Galveston  and  132 
miles  north  of  the  mouth  of  the  Rio  Grande. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
April  14,  1960. 

Existing  project.— The  existing  Federal  project  provides  generally 
for  channels  having  a  project  depth  of  40  feet  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
to  deepwater  ports  at  Harbor  Island,  Ingleside,  and  Corpus  Christi, 
and  a  branch  channel  with  a  project  depth  of  36  feet  along  the  north 
shore  of  Corpus  Christi  Bay  to  a  turning  basin  at  La  Quinta.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  project  includes  shallow-draft  channels  extending  from  the 
La  Quinta  channel  across  Ingleside  Cove  to  a  turning  basin  in  Kinney 
Bayou  (Jewel  Fulton  Canal)  and  from  the  inner  basin  near  Harbor 
Island  to  the  city  of  Port  Aransas.  A  separate  Federal  project  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  the  Port 
Aransas-Corpus  Christi  Waterway  at  mile  12.5  southwesterly  across 
Corpus  Christi  Bay  to  a  turning  basin  at  Encinal  Peninsula. 
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Navigation  'problem. — The  larger  tankers  and  bulk  cargo  carriers  are 
not  able  to  load  to  their  full  capacity  on  the  existing  waterway  and 
maneuvering  and  steerage  difficulties  are  experienced  by  the  large 
vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
channel  to  provide  for  deepening  and  extending  the  42-foot  outer  bar 
channel  to  the  47-foot  depth  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  a  distance  of 
about  3  miles;  deepening  and  widening  the  31-mile  Main,  Tule  Lake, 
and  Viola  Channels  and  turning  basins  from  40  to  45  feet;  and  deep¬ 
ening  and  widening  the  5.2-mile  La  Quinta  Channel  and  turning  basin 
from  36  to  45  feet.  The  project  also  calls  for  the  construction  of  a 
new  45-foot  depth  turning  point  and  adjacent  mooring  areas  at  the 
junction  of  the  Main  and  La  Quinta  Channels. 


Estimated  Cost  (price  level  of  April  1968) 

Federal  _  _  _ 

Non-Federal  _  _  _ 

Amount 

_  $19,  042,  000 

_  1,  640,  000 

T  otal 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

_  20,  682,  000 

Federal 

Non-Federal  Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  _ 

Maintenance  and  operations _ 

_ _ _  $765,100 

. .  148,400 

$66,900  $832,000 

2,800  151,200 

Total-.  _  _ 

_ _ _  913,500 

69,  700  983, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ $4,  521,  400 

Reduction  in  damages _  166,  300 


Total _  4,  687,  700 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save;  make  all  alterations  of  pipelines,  powerlines,  cables,  and 
other  utility  facilities;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas 
and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with 
the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and  establish  regula¬ 
tions  prohibiting  discharge  of  pollutants  into  the  waters  of  the  im¬ 
proved  channels  by  users  thereof,  which  regulations  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  applicable  laws  or  regulations  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  authorities  responsible  for  pollution  prevention  and  control. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  re¬ 
quirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  project  provides  for  enlargement  of  the 
existing  waterway  to  allow  the  larger  tankers  and  bulk  cargo  carriers 
to  load  to  their  full  capacity  and  transit  the  area  safely.  The  project  is 
urgently  needed  due  to  the  recent  and  rapid  change  in  the  size  of  the 
bulk  carrier  fleet  utilizing  the  waterway. 
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Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  338,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — ' Trenton  Channel,  on  the  westerly  side  of  the  lower 
Detroit  River,  serves  the  Detroit,  Mich.  area. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  29,  1955. 

Existing  project. — The  Trenton  Channel  has  been  improved  from 
its  upper  end  at  Wyandotte  to  the  upper  Grosse  lie  Bridge,  a  distance 
of  about  6  miles,  to  a  depth  of  27  feet  and  width  of  300  feet,  thence 
for  the  next  5,100  feet  to  a  depth  of  28  feet  and  width  of  300  feet 
including  a  turning  basin  of  similar  depth;  thence  to  a  depth  of  21 
feet  and  a  width  of  250  feet  to  a  point  about  2,300  feet  downstream 
from  the  lower  Grosse  lie  Bridge,  including  a  turning  basin  of  similar 
depth  at  the  downstream  end. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  extension  of  the  deep¬ 
water  channel  from  the  end  of  the  present  28-foot-depth  channel  to 
deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  in  order  to  provide  fully  loaded  Great  Lakes 
vessels  with  an  alternative  route  between  the  Detroit  area  and  Lake 
Erie. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  an  enlarged  chan¬ 
nel  28  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  in  the  lower  Trenton  Channel 
reach,  a  length  of  about  13,300  feet;  a  new  channel  28  feet  deep  and 
300  feet  wide  between  the  lower  Trenton  Channel  reach  and  Gi¬ 
braltar,  a  length  of  about  7,200  feet;  a  new  turning  basin  28  feet  deep, 
about  1,500  feet  long  and  830  feet  wide  at  Gibraltar;  and  necessary 
compensating  dikes  to  maintain  Great  Lakes  water  levels  at  pre¬ 
project  elevations. 

Estimated  cost  (1967) 

Federal _ $31,  300,  000 

Non-Fcderal _  240,  000 

Total _  31,  540,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization .  ..  ..  _ 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

_  $1,341,000 

. . . .  22,000  . 

$9, 800 

$1,350,  800 
22, 000 

Total _ _ _  _  .  .. 

_  1,363,000 

9, 800 

1,372,  800 

Annual  benefits. — Transportation  savings,  $2,623,000. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation—  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement; 
when  and  where  needed,  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing 
areas  and  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with 
the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  accomplish  altera¬ 
tions  to  the  lower  Grosse  lie  Bridge  and  to  submarine  utility  cross¬ 
ings  as  required  by  the  improvement;  construct  a  fully  integrated 
steel  plant  at  Gibraltar;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
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upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  fry  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  excavated  mate¬ 
rials  and  for  compensating  dikes;  and  establish  regulations  prohibit¬ 
ing  discharge  of  pollutants  in  the  waters  of  the  channel  by  users  there¬ 
of,  which  regulations  shall  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  or 
regulations  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  authorities  responsible  for 
pollution  prevention  and  control.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  pro¬ 
vide  these  items. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget — No  objection.  The  Bureau 
recommends  that  annual  cost  sharing  be  undertaken  by  local  interests 
until  multiple  use  of  the  channel  actually  occurs. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
recommends  that  a  reassessment  be  made,  prior  to  any  request  for 
funds  to  initiate  construction,  of  the  probability  of  multiple  channel 
use  developing  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  and,  if  no  such 
probability  is  found,  that  cost  sharing  be  required.  He  also  recommends 
that  local  interests  furnish  assurances  that  facilities  adequate  to  justify 
the  proposed  project  be  furnished  prior  to  any  request  for  construction 
funds. 

Remarks. — The  further  improvement  of  the  Trenton  Channel  is  well 
justified  and  will  help  to  realize  the  full  industrial  potential  of  the 
Detroit  area. 

Fall  River  Harbor,  Mass,  and  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  175,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbor  area  lies  in  southeastern  Massachusetts  and 
eastern  Rhode  Island,  about  50  miles  from  Boston  and  22  miles  up¬ 
stream  from  the  entrance  to  Narragansett  Bay. 

Authority.— House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  main  channel  is  35  feet  deep  and  generally 
400  feet  wide.  It  extends  for  about  10.5  miles  through  Mr.  Hope  Bay 
into  Taunton  River  in  Massachusetts  with  a  shorter  downstream 
branch  channel  leading  from  Mr.  Hope  Bay  to  the  Rhode  Island 
shoreline  at  Tiverton.  A  35-foot  deep  turning  basin  is  also  provided 
at  the  upper  end  of  the  Taunton  River  channel. 

Navigation  problem. — The  major  problems  confronting  navigation 
are  due  to  inadequate  depths  which  will  not  accommodate  the  larger, 
more  efficient  tankers  and  colliers  now  in  widespread  use  in  other 
harbors  and  the  presence  of  two  restrictive  bridges  across  Taunton 
River  which  make  navigation  hazardous  even  for  present  vessel  traffic. 

Recommended  project. — The  project  recommended  calls  for  deepen¬ 
ing  the  existing  channels  and  turning  basin  from  35  to  40  feet  and 
modification  of  one  restrictive  bridge.  Channel  width  and  alinement 
would  remain  essentially  the  same.  The  other  bridge  will  be  removed 
by  local  interests. 
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Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level ) 


Federal.. 

Non-Federal  „  .  . 

Total 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

_ $8,  762,  000 

_  1,  347,  000 

_  10,  109,  000 

Federal 

Non-Federal  Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . 

Maintenance  _ _ _ 

$348,  700 
23. 800 

$53. 700  $402,  400 

6. 000  29, 800 

Total _ _ _ 

372, 500 

59, 700  432, 200 

Annual  benefits. — -Transportation  savings,  $1,522,500. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  depths  in 
approach  channels  and  berthing  areas;  accomplish  utility  and  other 
relocations  or  alterations  as  necessary;  demolish  and  remove  the 
Slades  Ferry  Bridge;  assume  a  portion  of  the  costs  for  altering  the 
Brightman  Street  Bridge  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  section 
6  of  the  Bridge  Alteration  Act  of  1940,  as  amended.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress.  However, 
it  states  that  vessels  using  the  northern  arm  of  the  Tiverton  Channel, 
about  UUmiles  long,  serve  only  the  Gulf  Oil  Corp.  It  believes  that  a 
question  exists  as  to  whether  this  segment  of  the  project  benefits 
more  than  a  single  user.  The  Bureau  states  that  if  the  project  is 
authorized,  it  expects  further  consideration  be  given  this  matter  prior 
to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction.  If  this  segment  is 
authorized  for  construction,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  prior  to 
expenditure  of  Federal  construction  funds,  local  interests  agree  to 
pay  50  percent  of  construction  costs  of  the  northern  arm  of  the  Tiver¬ 
ton  Channel  and  that  if  cost  sharing  is  not  provided,  construction  of 
that  segment  of  the  Tiverton  Channel  shall  not  commence  until  such 
time  as  there  are  additional  users  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  deter¬ 
mines  that  there  will  be  additional  users  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instruc¬ 
tions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  un- 
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authorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legisla¬ 
tion  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — 1 This  improvement  is  urgently  needed  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  channel  dimensions  which  will  accommodate  the  large,  more 
efficient  vessels  now  in  widespread  use  in  this  area. 

Forestville  Harbor,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  183,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  project  will  be  at  Forestville,  on  the  southwest 
shore  of  Lake  Huron  in  eastern  Michigan,  generally  midway  between 
Harbor  Beach  and  Port  Sanilac  and  about  100  miles  north  of  Detroit. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1945. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  need  for  more  small  boat  harbors 
along  the  shore  of  Lake  Huron  to  meet  the  increasing  demand  of  the 
boating  public.  In  addition,  there  is  need  for  a  harbor-of-refuge 
between  Port  Sanilac  and  Harbor  Beach  to  provide  a  haven  for  small 
boats  caught  on  the  lake  during  sudden  storms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  project  consists  of  con¬ 
structing  two  breakwaters  with  a  total  length  of  2,240  feet  and 
dredging  a  protected  harbor  area  within  to  a  depth  of  8  feet.  An 
entrance  channel  between  the  breakwaters  of  10-foot  depth  would 
also  be  provided.  Facilities  to  accommodate  sport  fishing  from  the 
main  breakwater  would  also  be  provided. 


Federal 

Non-Federal  _ 

Estimated  cost  (1965  price  level ) 

_  $538, 000 

.  _  538,  000 

Total  __  __ 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

_  1,  076,  000 

Federal 

Non-Federal  Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance . 

_ _  $21,500 

. . . . . .  6,800 

$21,500  $43,000 

1,  000  7,  800 

Total . 

. . . . . .  28,300 

22,  500  50,  800 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ , _ $53,  200 

Breakwater  fishing _  8,  400 


Total _  61,  600 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  construction 
costs  of  general  navigation  facilities,  excluding  navigation  aids, 
presently  estimated  at  $498,000;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  rights- 
of-way  and  provide  or  pay  for  any  spoil  containment  works;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project;  establish  a  public  body  to  regulate  the  use 
and  growth  of  the  harbor;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  berthing 
areas,  mooring  facilities  and  service  areas;  establish  regulations  pro- 


hibiting  pollution  of  the  harbor  by  the  users  thereof;  contribute  in 
cash  50  percent  of  the  facilities  provided  for  breakwater  fishing,  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $40,000;  and  bear  all  costs  for  maintenance,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  replacement  of  breakwater  fishing  facilities.  Local  interests 
are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army . — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  in¬ 
structions  referred  to  in  that  letter,  we  would  consider  this  project  as 
unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Bemarks. — The  Lake  Huron  shore  in  the  vicinity  of  Forestville  is 
exposed  to  sudden  and  violent  storms.  The  project  at  Forestville  will 
provide  a  much  needed  harbor,  and  a  harbor  of  refuge  for  small  craft. 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to  Tampa  Bay,  Fla. 

(S.  Doc.- — 90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Along  Florida’s  gulf  coast,  between  St.  Marks  and 
Tampa  Bay. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
February  6,  1940,  and  December  20,  1950. 

Existing  project.- — The  project  for  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway, 
12  by  125  feet,  extends  west  from  St.  Marks  to  Brownsville,  Tex.;  the 
project  for  the  Intracoastal  Waterway,  9  bylOO  feet,  extends  from 
Caloosahatchee,  Fla.,  to  the  Anclote  River,  Fla. 

Problem.- — The  gap  between  the  waterways  need  to  be  eliminated, 
to  permit  use  of  iidand  barge  equipment  in  lieu  of  present  equipment 
necessary  for  transiting  open  waters.  This  would  result  in  substantial 
savings  in  barge  transportation  charges. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  recommended  plan  pro¬ 
vides  for  extension  of  the  waterway  from  St.  Marks  River  to  Tampa 
Bay,  Fla.  It  will  be  190  miles  long,  12  feet  deep,  and  150  feet  wide. 
Recreation  facilities  will  be  provided. 


Federal _ 

N  on-Fed  eral 


Estimated,  cost  ( 1966  price  level ) 


$Si),  252,  000 
14,  450.  000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance  and  operation- . .  . 

Land  costs .  . . . 

_ $3,958,000 

_  958, 000 

_ _  0 

$638, 000 

80,  000 
166, 000 

$4, 596, 000 
1,038,000 
166, 000 

Total . . . . 

_ _  4,916,000 

884, 000 

5,  800,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Navigation _ _ $7,  884,  000 

Recreation _  2,  103,  000 

Total _  9,  987,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  for  initial  and  subsequent 
disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and 
embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  assume 
all  obligations  of  owning,  including  operating,  maintaining,  and 
replacing,  all  bridges  altered  or  constructed  as  part  of  the  project, 
with  such  obligations  for  each  bridge  being  assumed  upon  completion 
of  the  alteration  or  construction  of  that  bridge;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense 
adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  utility  or 
other  relocations  or  alterations  as  are  required  for  project  purposes; 
provide,  prior  to  postauthorization  planning,  a  long-range  plan  for 
development  of  the  region;  contribute  in  cash  6.6  percent  of  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  including  engineering  and  design  and  supervision  and 
administration  of  construction  of  all  dredging  work  to  be  provided 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  contribution  now  estimated  at  $5,570,000, 
to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in 
installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with 
construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final 
apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  have  been  deter¬ 
mined;  and  establish  regulations  prohibiting  discharge  of  pollutants 
in  the  waters  of  the  channel  by  users  thereof,  which  regulations  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  or  regulations  of  Federal,  State, 
and  local  authorities  responsible  for  pollution  prevention  and  control. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvement  will  provide  a  naviga¬ 
tion  system  extending  about  190  miles  and  will  eliminate  the  gap  in 
the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  permitting  the  use  of  inland  barge 
equipment  from  Brownsville,  Tex.  to  Tampa  Bay,  Fla. 
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Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Ontario,  about  20  miles 
northwest  of  Rochester,  N.Y. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  approved 
September  25,  1945. 

Existing  project.  —There  is  no  existing  navigation  project  in  the  area. 
A  beach  erosion  project  west  of  the  area,  has  not  been  started. 

Problem. — The  fast  increasing  number  of  small  recreational  boats 
in  the  area  make  a  small-boat  harbor  and  harbor  of  refuge  necessary. 
The  nearest  existing  facilities  are  Rochester  Harbor,  20  miles  easterly 
and  Oak  Orchard  Harbor,  14  miles  westerly.  Braddock  Bay  Harbor, 
12  miles  east,  is  not  suitable  as  a  harbor  of  refuge. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — An  S-foot  protected  entrance 
channel;  a  6-foot  dock  channel  and  maneuvering  area;  a  revetment 
along  the  lake  to  prevent  scouring  around  the  inshore  ends  of  the 
breakwaters;  and  breakwater  recreational  fishing  facilities. 

Estimated  cost  (Julxj  1967  price  level) 

Federal _  $500,  000 

Non-Federal _  500,  000 

Total _  1,  000,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

_ _ _  $21,400 

$21,000 

500 

$42. 400 
5,  000 

Maintenance  . . 

. . .  .  4,  500 

Total _ 

.  25, 900 

21, 500 

47,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ $63,  900 

Harbor  of  refuge _  5,  000 

Breakwater  fishing -  43,  000 


Total _  111,900 


Beneht-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  costs  of  navigation  and  fishing  facilities  excluding  navigation 
aids;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way  and  provide  areas 
for  any  spoil  containment  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damage  due  to  construction,  operation  and,  maintenance  of 
the  project;  regulate  the  use  and  growth  of  the  harbor;  provide  and 
maintain  adequate  berthing  area,  mooring  facilities,  and  service  areas; 
establish  and  enforce  regulations  prohibiting  pollution  of  the  harbor; 
and  bear  all  costs  of  maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  of 
facilities,  parking  areas,  and  sanitary  facilities  for  recreational  fishing. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — There  is  need  for  additional  small  boat  harbors  to  meet 
the  increasing  needs  of  the  boating  public  in  the  area.  This  project 
will  help  meet  this  need. 

Hempstead  Harbor,  N.  Y. 

(H.  Doc.  101,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — This  harbor  is  located  in  the  towns  of  North  Hempstead 
and  Oyster  Bay  in  Nassau  County,  N.Y.,  and  is  on  the  north  shore  of 
Long  Island  about  25  miles  northeast  of  the  Battery,  New  York  City. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  15  1961. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  6  feet  deep  and  100  feet 
wide  from  the  entrance  for  a  distance  of  about  5,000  feet;  thence  80 
feet  wide  for  3,200  feet;  thence  50  to  70  feet  wide  to  the  head  of 
navigation,  a  distance  of  1,700  feet.  The  total  length  of  the  channel 
is  about  2  miles. 

Navigation  problem. — The  present  depths  restrict  full  loading  of 
vessels  in  all  reaches  of  the  channel.  A  tanker  requiring  a  depth  of 
12  feet  under  present  conditions  incurs  an  average  delay  of  1  hour. 
Groundings  of  vessels  also  occur  due  to  insufficient  depths. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  13  feet 
deep  at  mean  low  water,  and  150  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  the  har¬ 
bor  to  the  North  Hempstead  Turnpike  viaduct,  a  distance  of  ap¬ 
proximately  2.1  miles,  and  a  turning  basin  off  the  west  side  of  the 
channel  near  the  head  of  the  improvement  9  feet  deep  at  mean  low 
water,  190  feet  in  net  width  and  470  feet  in  maximum  length,  subject 
to  the  condition  that  no  dredging  of  the  channel  shall  be  done  within 
50  feet  of  any  established  pierhead  line,  wharf  or  other  structure. 

Estimated  cost  ( Price  level  of  July  1965) 

Federal _  $703,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _  703,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  ..  .  _ 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

_  $29,100  _ 

_  18,900  _ 

$29, 100 
19,800 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

_  48,000  . . 

48, 000 

Annual  benefits. — Transportation  savings,  $117,100. 
Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 
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Local  cooperation. — Provide  witnout  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  construction  and  maintenance  of 
aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  hold  and 
save  tiie  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the. construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serv¬ 
ing  the  terminals,  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the 
related  project  areas;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
such  utility  or  other  relocations  or  alterations  as  necessary  for  project 
purposes;  and  establish  regulations  prohibiting  discharge  ol  untreated 
sewage,  garbage,  and  other  pollutants  in  the  waters  of  the  harbor  by 
users  thereof,  which  regulations  shall  be  in  accordance  with  applicable 
laws  or  regulations  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  authorities  responsible 
for  pollution  prevention  and  control.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  on  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  ol  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  -Since  the  Federal,  cost  tor 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — -This  improvement  is  needed  to  provide  tor  lull  loading 
of  the  vessels,  and  to  prevent  shipping  delays  and  grounding  of 
vessels. 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  330,  90th  Cong.) 

Locations. — Humboldt  Bay  is  located  on  the  Pacific  coast  about  225 
nautical  miles  north  of  San  Francisco  and  about  156  nautical  miles 

south  of  Coos  Bay,  Oreg.  .  .  ..  „  .  „ 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committee  on  Public  \\  orks,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  March  30,  1955  and  June  30,  1960. 

Existing  project— The  existing  project  provides  for  two  rubble- 
mound  jetties  at  the  bay  entrance;  a  40-foot  deep  bar  and  entrance 
channel;  the  North  Bay  Channel,  30  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to 
mile  4.29;  Eureka  Channel,  30  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  from  mile 
4  29  to  mile  5  and  26  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to  mile  6.3;  So.moa 
Channel,  30  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide.  In  the  South  Bay,  the  Fields 
Landing  Channel,  26  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide,  extends  to  mile  3.16 
and  terminates  in  a  turning  basin  with  dimensions  600  feet  by  800  feet 
by  26  feet.  The  authorized  project  also  provides  for  a  channel  18  feet 
deep  and  150  feet  wide  to  Areata  wharf  in  the  north  bay.  This  warf  is 
abandoned  and  the  channel  is  no  longer  used. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  project  depths  and  channel 
domensions  do  not  meet  the  requirements  of  present  and  future  water- 
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borne  commerce.  Project  depths  are  hazardous  for  modern  deep-draft 
vessels  that  carry  lumber  as  general  cargo  in  the  intercoastal  and 
foreign  trades. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  the 
North  Bay  Channel  to  35  feet  with  widening  at  the  bends  at  channel 
miles  0.75  and  2.6;  deepening  the  Somoa  Channel  to  35  feet;  deepening 
the  outer  reach  of  the  Eureka  Channel  to  35  feet;  and  dredging  of  a 
1,200-foot  square  anchorage  area  in  the  North  Bay  to  a  depth  of  35  feet. 


Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1965 )  Amount 

Federal _ $2,  430,  000 

Non-Federal _  613,  000 


Total _ '■ _  3,043,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

. . . .  $100,000 

.  >  14,  000  . 

$25, 000 

$125, 000 
14, 000 

Total . . . . . 

.  114,000 

25, 000 

139, 000 

1  Includes  $1,000  for  maintenance  of  navigation  aids. 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  $10,  000 

Savings  in  transportation  costs _  139,  000 


Total _  149,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio . — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  and  maintain  adequate  wharf  and 
terminal  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  and  reasonable  terms;  provide 
and  maintain  depths  in  the  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels 
commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  chan¬ 
nels;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  all  claims  for  damages  to  wharves,  piers, 
and  other  marine  and  submarine  structures  due  to  initial  dredging 
work  and  subsequent  maintenance  dredging;  and  accomplish  all 
alterations  as  may  be  required  to  sewer,  water  supply,  drainage, 
cableways,  and  other  utility  facilities.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  and  ability  to  provide  the  required  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  expect  a  reanalysis  of  the  benefits  and  costs  prior  to  any  re¬ 
quest  for  construction  funds.  Subject  to  consideration  of  this  comment, 
the  Bureau  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — In  accordance  with  the 
comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will 
review  the  benefits  and  costs  of  the  project  prior  to  requesting  appro¬ 
priation  of  funds  for  construction. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvements  would  provide  for  the 
present  and  future  waterborne  commerce  needs  of  the  harbor. 

96-701 — 6S - 3 
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Ipswich  River,  Mass. 

(H.  Doc.  265,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Ipswich  River  is  located  in  northeastern  Massachusetts 
about  40  miles  north  of  Boston  and  is  a  tributary  to  Plum  Island 
Sound. 

Authority. — A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  August  14,  1959. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project  was  adopted  in  1886 
and  provides  for  a  channel  4,000  feet  long,  60  feet  wide,  and  4  feet 
deep  through  two  sandbars  in  the  upper  portion  of  the  tidal  section 
of  the  river. 

Navigation  problem. — Shoaling  at  the  river  mouth  and  along  the 
lower  reach  of  channel  restricts  boating  use  and  forces  commercial 
vessels  to  await  favorable  tides.  In  addition,  there  is  a  lack  of  adequate 
anchorage  areas  along  the  channel  to  accommodate  the  increasing 
boating  demand. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  con¬ 
sists  of  a  channel  about  2.5  miles  long,  60  feet  wide,  and  6  feet  deep, 
extending  from  Plum  Island  Sound  to  the  vicinity  of  Nabbys  Point; 
two  anchorage  areas  of  6-foot  depth,  one  located  at  the  upper  end  of 
the  channel  and  the  other  near  the  lower  end  in  Neck  Cove;  and  a 
jetty  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  mouth  extending  about  1,400  feet 
into  the  sound  to  prevent  entrance  shoaling. 

Estimated  cost  ( Price  level  of  March  1967) 

Federal _ 1  $616,  000 

Non-Federal _  277,  000 

Total _  893,  000 

1  Excludes  $15,000  for  navigation  aids. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 1 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

1  nterest  and  amortization .  . . . 

Maintenance. . . . 

. .  $24,500 

. .  19,501 

$11,000 

0 

$35,  500 
19,  500 

Total . . . . 

_ _ _ _ _  44,  000 

11,000 

55,  000 

i  Excludes  annual  charges  of  $2,000  for  navigation  aids. 


Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _  $63,  500 

Commercial  fishing _  40,  000 


Total _  103,  500 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  31  percent  of  construction 
cost,  presently  estimated  at  $277,000;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  required;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  establish 
a  public  body  to  regulate  the  use  and  growth  of  the  harbor;  provide  and 
maintain  all  necessary  berthing  areas  and  mooring  and  service  facili- 
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ties;  and  establish  regulations  to  prevent  pollution  of  the  river  by  the 
navigation  users  thereof.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the 
items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — This  project  is  needed  to  provide  adequate  anchorage 
areas  to  accommodate  the  increasing  boating  demand. 

Ivake  Harbor,  Alaska 

(S.  Doc.  70,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  town  of  Ivake  is  in  southeastern  Alaska,  39  miles 
west  of  Petersburg  and  about  850  miles  northwest  of  Seattle. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
August  23,  1961. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  at  Ivake.  In  1940  a 
Civilian  Conservation  Corps  project  for  construction  of  a  breakwater 
was  initiated;  however,  the  work  was  not  completed.  A  State-main¬ 
tained  wharf  extending  600  feet  from  shore  has  been  constructed  on 
top  of  the  partially  completed  breakwater. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  harbor  offers  little  protection  to 
the  fishing  fleet.  The  prevailing  southeast  winds  cause  considerable 
damage;  however,  the  most  severe  storms  come  from  the  west  and 
northwest,  usually  developing  at  night  after  a  sudden  shift  of  direction. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  1,580-foot  west 
breakwater  and  a  900-foot  south  breakwater  to  protect  a  mooring  area 
having  adequate  existing  depths. 


Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  September  1966 )  Amount 

Federal _  $1,  760,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  000 


Total _  1,  766,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .  $70, 100 

Maintenance  and  operation - - - -  4, 000 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids - - -  300 


$200  $70, 300 

0  4, 000 

0  300 


Total 


74,400 


200 


74,600 
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Annual  benefits:  Commercial  fishing _  $135,  400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and 
utilities,  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  maintain  adequate  depths  in  the  berthing 
area;  accomplish  required  utility  relocations;  and  establish  regulations 
concerning  discharge  of  untreated  sewage,  garbage,  and  other  pollut¬ 
ants  in  the  waters  of  the  harbor  by  the  users  thereof.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — Kake  Harbor  is  exposed  to  frequent  storms  which  batter 
and  destroy  boats.  Fishing  is  the  sole  industry  of  the  local  com¬ 
munity.  The  project  would  provide  the  needed  protection  for  this 
industry. 

King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska 
(S.  Doc.  13,  90th  Cong.) 

Location.— King  Cove  is  located  on  the  south  coast  of  the  Alaska 
Peninsula,  about  650  miles  southwesterly  of  Anchorage  and  400  miles 
southwesterly  of  Kodiak. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
August  16,  1960. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  King  Cove. 

Navigation  problem. — The  fishing  boats  operating  in  the  King  Cove 
area  lack  sheltered  anchorage.  King  Cove  is  subjected  to  heavy  winds 
and  waves  during  storm  periods.  The  Aleutian  Island-Southwestern 
Alaska  area  is  one  of  the  most  prominent  storm-producing  areas  of  the 
world.  The  town  is  reliant  upon  the  harvesting  and  processing  of 
salmon,  king  crab,  and  halibut 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  15-foot-deep 
anchorage  basin  about  11  acres  in  area,  an  entrance  channel  125 
feet  wide  and  15  feet  deep,  an  eartlifill  training  dike,  and  a  rockfill 
groin. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  April  1966) 

Federal _ _  $522,  000 

Non-Federal _  5,  000 


Total 


527,  000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation .  . . . . 

. .  $21,000 

. .  10,000 

$200 

0 

$21,200 
10,  000 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids . 

_  '500 

0 

500 

TotaL . . . . 

.  31,500 

200 

31,700 

Annual  benefits:  Commercial  fishing  .  . 

$143,  750 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  accomplish  required  utility  alterations;  and 
establish  regulations  concerning  discharge  of  untreated  sewage,  gar¬ 
bage,  and  other  pollutants  in  the  waters  of  the  anchorage  by  users 
thereof.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would  apply. 
He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — There  is  a  need  for  a  safe,  sheltered  anchorage  to  protect 
the  local  fishing  fleet.  The  project  meets  the  needs  of  both  locally 
based  and  transient  craft. 

Miami  Harbor,  Fla. 

(S.  Doc.  93,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Miami  Harbor  is  on  the  Atlantic  coast  of  southern 
Florida. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  18,  1944. 

Existing  project. — The  authorized  Federal  project  consists  of  a  30- 
foot  deep  and  500-foot  wide  channel  inland  to  the  outer  end  of  the 
north  jetty;  thence  400  feet  wide  across  Biscayne  Bay  to  a  1,700-foot 
diameter  turning  basin;  a  30-foot  deep  turning  basin  at  Fisher  Island, 
about  900  by  1,900  feet;  two  entrance  jetties;  and  connecting  interior 
channels. 

Navigation  problem. — Fully  loaded  deep-draft  cargo  vessels  and  some 
cruise  ships  cannot  use  harbor  due  to  insufficient  depth.  In  the  future, 
new  and  larger  vessels  will  also  find  the  channel  inadequate. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Deepening  the  existing  30-foot 
channels  to  38  feet  by  500  feet  in  the  bar  channel,  widening  the  north 
side  of  the  channel  between  jetties  by  100  feet  at  38-foot  depth  to  beach 
line,  thence  36  feet  by  400  feet  across  Biscayne  Bay  to  and  including 
existing  turning  basin  at  Biscayne  Boulevard  terminal;  deepening 
Fisher  Island  turning  basin  to  36  feet. 

Estimated  cost  ( June  1966  price  level) 

Federal _  $6,  476,  000 

Non-Federal _  789,  000 

Total.  _ _ _  7,265,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . 

$265, 400 
3,000 

t $41, 200 

$306, 600 
3,000 

Total. . . . . . 

_ _  268,400 

41,200 

309, 600 

1  Includes  $9,100  economic  costs  of  lands. 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  $391,  200 

Reduction  of  accidents _  6,  000 

Land  enhancement _  77,  800 


Total _  475,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project,  including  suitable  areas  for 
initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads  and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining 
works;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities  including  an  oil  terminal,  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms,  and  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving 
the  terminals  commensurate  with  the  depth  provided  in  the  related 
project  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  accomplish  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  such  utility  and  other  relocations  or  altera¬ 
tions  as  necessary  for  project  purposes;  establish  regulations  prohibit¬ 
ing  discharge  of  untreated  sewage,  garbage,  and  other  pollutants  in 
the  waters  of  the  channel  and  harbor  by  users  thereof,  which  regula¬ 
tions  shall  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  or  regulations  of 
Federal,  State,  and  local  authorities  responsible  for  pollution  pre¬ 
vention  and  control;  contribute  in  cash  8.2  percent  of  the  construction 
cost,  including  engineering  and  design  and  supervision  and  administra¬ 
tion  thereof,  of  all  work  to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  a 
contribution  now  estimated  at  $579,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  start  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent 
work  items  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  allocation  of  cost  to  be  made  after  the 
actual  costs  have  been  determined.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  to  furnish  all  items  of  local  cooperation  required. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— The  improvement  is  urgently  needed  in  order  that  fully 
loaded  vessels  and  new  and  larger  vessels  may  use  the  harbor. 

Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud  Canal,  La. 

(S.  Doc. - ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Michoud  Canal  is  located  in  the  eastern  part  of  the 
city  of  New  Orleans,  in  southeastern  Louisiana. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  9,  1964. 

Existing  project. — The  Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet  project  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  deep-draft  ship  channel  500  feet  wide  and  36  feet  deep  from 
New  Orleans  inner  harbor  in  an  easterly  direction  to  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico.  The  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  provides  an  east-west  barge 
channel  150  feet  wide  and  12  feet  deep  from  Florida  to  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico.  The  non-Federal  Michoud  Canal,  about  1%  miles  long  and 
800  feet  wide,  with  depths  varying  from  18  to  50  feet,  is  presently 
being  used  by  local  barge  traffic. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  depths  in  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  and  the  Michoud  Canal,  east  of  the  deep-draft  Mississippi 
River-Gulf  Outlet  Channel,  are  inadequate  for  the  larger  oceangoing 
vessels  to  serve  the  export  and  import  facilities  located  on  Michoud 
Canal. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet  project  by  deepening  and  widening  the 
affected  portion  of  the  waterway  and  the  entire  length  of  the  Michoud 
Canal  to  a  depth  of  36  feet  over  a  bottom  width  of  250  feet  with  a 
turning  basin  800  feet  square  at  the  upper  end  of  Michoud  Canal. 

Estimated  cost  ( July  1967  price  level) 

Federal _ 1  $1,  300,  000 

Non-Federal _  43,  000 

Total _  1  1,  343,  000 

1  Excludes  $20,000  for  aids  to  navigation. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

. . .  $53,800 

114,300 

$1,800 

$55, 600 
>14,300 

Total . . . . 

_  168,100 

1,800 

i 69, 900 

1  Includes  $1,500  operation  and  maintenance  for  navigation  aids. 
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Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ _ _ $495,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 7.1. 

Local  Cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  suitable  spoil  disposal  areas  and  retaining  dikes  therefor; 
make  necessary  utility  or  other  relocations  or  alterations;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project,  including  any  erosion  beyond 
the  right-of-way  furnished;  and  provide,  maintain,  and  operate 
adequate  public  wharf  facilities  on  the  Michoud  Canal  open  to  all  on 
equal  terms.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet 
these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — Prior  to  request  for  initia¬ 
tion  of  construction  funds  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  obtain  assur¬ 
ances  from  local  interests  that  facilities  adequate  to  insure  multiple 
use  and  to  justify  the  proposed  project  will  be  constructed. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  navigation  project  will  permit  oceangoing 
vessels  to  reach  the  facilities  on  Michoud  Canal  by  extending  the 
36-foot  navigation  depth  via  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  and  the 
Michoud  Canal. 

Mississippi  River  Outlets,  Venice,  La. 

(H.  Doc. — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Venice,  La.,  is  located  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  about  70  miles  southeast  of  New  Orleans  and  about  10 
miles  above  the  Head  of  Passes. 

Authority. — House  of  Representatives  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  adopted  April  14,  1964. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  40-  by  1,000-foot  Mississippi  River 
project  provides  deep-draft  access  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  New 
Orleans  and  Baton  Rouge.  The  9-  by  80-foot  Empire  Waterway  con-  ( 
nects  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  with  the  Mississippi  River  project  about  20 
miles  upstream  of  Venice'. 

Problem. — The  inadequate  access  channels  require  oilfield  service 
vessels  to  travel  many  extra  miles  between  Venice  and  offshore  areas 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Also,  the  large  gulf  commercial  fishing  fleet 
must  frequently  travel  extra  miles  around  the  Mississippi  River  Delta 
in  search  of  more  productive  shoreline  fishing  areas  on  the  east  or  west 
sides  of  the  river. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Deepening  and  enlarging  the 
6-mile-long  Baptiste  Collette  Bayou  between  the  Mississippi  River 
and  Breton  Sound,  and  the  12-mile-long  Grand  and  Tiger  Passes 
between  the  Mississippi  River  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  proposed 
plan  will  provide  a  channel  depth  of  14  feet  over  a  bottom  width  of 
150  feet,  with  entrance  channels  having  a  depth  of  16  feet  over  a  bot¬ 
tom  width  of  250  feet,  and  jetties  to  the  6-foot  depth  contour  at  the 
channel  mouths  when  needed. 
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Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1967) 

Federal - - - i  $4,  520,  000 

Non-Federal -  1,  030,  000 

Total _ _ _ _  5,  550,  000 

1  Excludes  $80,000  for  aids  to  navigation. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  and  amortization  _ 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

. .  $187,500 

. .  >380,000 

$42,000 

$229,  500 
i  380, 000 

Total  . 

. .  1  567,500 

42, 000 

i  609,  500 

i  Includes  $12,000  operation  and  maintenance  for  navigation  aids. 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings: 

Offshore  oilfield  operations _  $675,  800 

Commercial  fishing  operations _  806,  400 

U.S.  Coast  Guard  operations _  20,  000 


Total _  1,  502,  200 

Benefit-cost  ratio.-— 2.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  including  suitable  areas 
for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  also  necessary  re¬ 
taining  dikes,  bulkheads  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of 
such  retaining  works;  bold  and  save;  and  provide  all  required  altera¬ 
tions  such  as  pipelines,  cables,  and  other  improvements,  as  well  as 
their  maintenance.  Local  interests  have  indicated  that  they  are 
willing  to  comply  with  the  required  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable 
State  of  Louisiana :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  navigation  channel  improvements  will 
provide  much  shorter  and  safer  routes  to  major  oil,  gas,  and  fishing 
areas  located  east  and  west  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  in  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico.  The  project  is  compatible  with  existing  projects  and 
will  provide  widespread  navigation  benefits. 


Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River,  Tex. 

(S.  Doc. — 90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Colorado  River  empties  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
about  85  miles  southwest  of  Houston,  Tex.  The  town  of  Matagorda 
is  situated  about  7  miles  inland  from  the  gulf  at  the  point  where  the 
Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  crosses  the  river. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Senate  Commerce  Committee 
on  August  4,  1936. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  projects  in  the  vicinity  include  the 
good  discharge  channel  in  the  mouth  of  the  Colorado  River  to  the 
flulf,  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  navigation  channel,  12  feet  deep, 
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and  a  navigation  channel,  9  feet  deep,  in  the  Colorado  River  extending 
about  15  miles  upstream  from  the  waterway. 

Navigation  'problem. — Small  vessels  engaged  in  offshore  fishing  and 
recreational  craft  berthed  in  the  vicinity  of  Matagorda  must  travel 
about  40  additional  miles  to  reach  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Proposed  plan  of  improvement.— The  construction  of  a  shallow-draft 
navigation  channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  through  a  jetty  protected 
entrance  to  a  turning  basin  at  Matagorda  and  a  diversion  dam  and 
channel  to  divert  Colorado  River  flows  into  Matagorda  Bay. 

Estimated  Cost  ( Price  level  of  May  1967) 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _ _ 

1  Includes  $50,000  to  be  reimbursed  for  recreation  facilities. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Operation  and  maintenance _ _  _ 

. . .  $302,800 

_ _ _ _  174,000 

$7,900 

16, 000 

$310,700 
190,  000 

Total . . . . 

. . . .  476,800 

29,900 

500,700 

'$7,  163,  000 
186,  000 

7,  349,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  $210,  000 

Reduced  hazards _  21,  000 

Harbor  of  refuge _  21,  000 

Recreation _  186,  000 

Flood  damage  reduction _  15,  000 

Increased  seafood  catch _  345,  000 


Total _  798,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 .6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save;  provide  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  public 
landing,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  make  alterations  of  powerlines, 
pipelines,  utility  lines,  cables,  and  highway  facilities;  assume  share  of 
costs  for  recreation  facilities  and  channel  and  jetties  and  construct  a 
seafood  processing  plant  at  Matagorda,  establish  regulations  to  prevent 
pollution  of  waters  by  users  thereof. 

Remarks. — An  additional  small  craft  entrance  is  needed  in  this  area 
for  the  safety  of  vessels  in  the  gulf. 


Port  Hueneme  Harbor,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Port  Hueneme  Harbor  is  located  on  the  coast  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  about  65  miles  northwest  of  Los  Angeles  Harbor. 

Authority. — -Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
April  18,  1963.  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
June  19,  1963. 
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Existing  project.— The  existing  project  was  originally  constructed  by 
the  Oxnard  Harbor  District  and  acquired  by  the  U.S.  Navy  in  1942. 
In  1961,  the  Oxnard  Harbor  District  acquired  from  the  U.S.  Navy  the 
orignial  wharf  and  contiguous  land  area.  The  harbor  is  a  man-made, 
landlocked  harbor  connected  to  the  ocean  by  a  jetty-protected 
entrance  channel,  with  interior  channel  and  central  basin. 

Navigation  problem. — Depths  in  the  interior  channel  and  central 
basin  are  insufficient  to  accommodate  modern  general  cargo  vessels 
at  all  tides. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  the  deepening  of 
the  central  basin;  widening,  extension  and  deepening  of  the  interior 
commercial  channel,  all  to  a  depth  of  35  feet.  In  addition,  the  general 
navigation  features  of  the  existing  harbor,  comprising  entrance  jetties, 
channels  and  basin,  would  be  adopted  as  a  Federal  project  for  mainte¬ 
nance. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1.968) 

Federal _  $1,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  210,  000 

Total _  1,  210,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interestand  amortization _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

_ _ _  $41,000 

_  40, 000 

$9, 000 

0 

$50, 000 
40, 000 

Total _ _ _ 

. . . .  81,000 

9, 000 

90,  000 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ $1,  868,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 20. 8. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  will  be  required  to  provide  lands, 
easements,  rights-of-way,  and  disposal  works  required  for  construction 
and  maintenance;  provide  terminal  and  transfer  facilities,  including 
depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  depths  in  related  project 
channels  and  basins;  accomplish  utility  relocations;  clear  and  remove 
all  improvements  from  the  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  pro¬ 
vided  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Navy:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  will  improve  operating  con¬ 
ditions  and  increase  the  port  capacity  of  the  harbor  by  permitting 
usage  by  modern  deep-draft  cargo  vessels.  The  harbor  will  serve 
U.S.  Navy  and  commercial  vessels,  and  Federal  maintenance  of  the 
general  navigation  features  is  appropriate. 


40 


Red  River  Below  Denison'  Dam,  La.,  Ark.,  Okla.,  and  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  304,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Red  River  Basin  below  Denison  Dam  exclusive  of 
the  Ouachita-Black  subbasin,  covers  29,500  square  miles  of  gently 
rolling  terrain  in  Louisiana,  Arkansas,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  September  12,  1959,  and  February  24,  1960, 
respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  authorized  plan  for  flood  control  in  the  Red 
River  Basin  below  Denison  Dam  includes  17  dams  and  reservoirs,  of 
which  13  are  existing  or  under  construction.  The  plan  also  includes 
levee  protection  on  the  main  stem  downstream  from  Index,  Ark., 
together  with  channel  stabilization  where  levee  setbacks  are  impos¬ 
sible  or  uneconomical.  It  also  includes  channel  improvements  on  many 
tributaries  below  Denison  Dam.  The  authorized  but  unconstructed 
Overton-Red  Waterway  provides  for  a  navigable  channel  9  feet  deep 
and  100  feet  wide  mostly  in  a  land  cut  along  the  right  bank  of  the  Red 
River  flood  plain  to  Shreveport,  La.  Also,  reconstruction  of  Caddo 
Dam  on  Cypress  Bayou  upstream  from  Shreveport  was  authorized 
in  1965. 

Navigation  and  hank  erosion  problem. — The  Red  River  is  character¬ 
ized  by  wide  fluctuations  in  stage  as  well  as  by  caving  banks  and 
unpredictable  shoaling  conditions  adverse  to  the  interests  of  naviga¬ 
tion.  Many  acres  of  productive  land  are  lost  to  the  river  each  year  due 
to  caving  banks,  and  improvements  must  be  either  relocated  or 
abandoned.  Commercial  traffic  on  the  Red  River  is  negligible  above 
the  mouth  of  the  Black  River.  A  need  for  low-cost  bulk  transportation 
exists  and  this  is  expected  to  increase  with  economic  growth  of  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  or  improvement. — The  recommended  plan  of  im¬ 
provement  provides  for  bank  stabilization  of  the  Red  River  from  the 
Mississippi  River  to  Denison  Dam,  a  distance  of  about  530  miles.  The 
plan  further  provides  for  a  9-  by  200-foot  slackwater  navigation  chan¬ 
nel  about  294  miles  long  in  the  main  channel  of  the  Red  River,  in  lieu 
of  the  authorized  Overton-Red  route  via  land  cut  on  the  right  bank, 
from  the  Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport,  thence  via  Twelvemile  and 
Cypress  Bayous  to  the  vicinity  of  Daingerfield,  Tex.  Nine  locks  and 
dams,  including  locks  at  two  existing  dams  (Caddo  Dam  and  Ferrells 
Bridge  Dam),  will  furnish  the  necessary  lift  of  about  225  feet.  Rec¬ 
reation  facilities  would  also  be  provided  at  intervals  along  the 
improved  waterway. 


RED  RIVER  BELOW  DENISON  DAM,  LOUISIANA,  ARKANSAS,  OKLAHOMA  AND  TEXAS 
ESTIMATED  COST:  (PRICE  LEVEL  OF  JUNE  1964) 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Bank  stabilization: 

Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport _ 

Shreveport  to  Index _ 

Index  to  Denison _ .. _ _ 

_  $86,241,000 

_  49,900,000 

_ 56,984,000 

$7,712,  000 

5,  749,  000 
23, 380, 000 

$93,953, 000 
55,649,  000 
80,  364, 000 

Subtotal.. . . . . . . 

 193,125,000 

36,  841, 000 

229, 966, 000 

Navigation: 

Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport . . . 

Shreveport  to  Daingerfield . . 

.  148,104,000 

_ _  129,994,000 

7,780, 000 

7,  066, 000 

155, 884,  000 
137, 060, 000 

Subtotal . . . . . 

_ _  278,098,000 

14, 846, 000 

292,944, 000 

Project  total _ _ _ _ 

. .  471,223,000 

51,687, 000 

522,910,000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Annual  charges: 

Bank  stabilization: 

Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement... 

Subtotal . . . 

Shreveport  to  Index: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement.. 

Subtotal . . 

Index  to  Denison: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement... 

Subtotal . . 

Total  bank  stabilization _ 

Navigation: 

Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement. . 

Subtotal . . . 

Shreveport  to  Daingerfield: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement.. 

Subtotal.. . . . 

Total  navigation _ 


.  $2, 825. 000 

1,178,000 

$293, 000 
123, 000 

$3,118,000 

1,301,000 

4,  003, 000 

416,000 

4,419, 000 

1, 635, 000 

0 

212.000 
849, 000 

1,847,000 
849, 000 

1,635,000 

1,061,000 

2, 696.  000 

1,867,000 

0 

786, 000 
1,438,000 

2, 653, 000 
1,438, 000 

1, 867, 000 

2,224,  000 

4,091,000 

7,  505, 000 

3,701,000 

11,206,000 

6,376,000 

1,706,000 

359,  000 
57,000 

6,735,  000 
1,763,  000 

8,  082,  000 

416, 000 

8,  498,  000 

5, 580, 000 
785,000 

329, 000 
207, 000 

5,909,  000 
992, 000 

6,  365, 000 

536, 000 

6,901,000 

.  14, 447,  000 

952, 000 

15,  399, 000 

Mississippi 
River  to 
Shreveport 

Shreveport 
to  Index 

Index  to 
Denison  Dam 

Total 

Project  benefits: 

Bank  stabilization: 

Damages  to  levees. . . . . 

Damages  to  structures... . . . 

Agricultural  losses . . . 

$311,600 
716,100 
708, 300 
927, 900 
168, 800 
454, 000 
401, 000 
1,032, 400 
588, 600 
50,  000 

$151,600 
279, 500 
1,123,500 
864, 100 
8,  400 
97, 500 

0 

852, 200 
242,  300 

0 

0 

$241,000 
1,595, 000 

2, 224, 000 

0 

0 

0 

111,000 
347, 000 

0 

$463, 200 

1.236.600 
3, 426,  800 
4,  016,  000 

177,200 
551,  500 
401,000 

1.995. 600 
1,177,900 

50.  000 

Land  enhancement . . 

Flood  damage  reduction. . . . 

Reduced  maintenance . . 

Security  against  levee  crevasses . 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _ 

Economic  redevelopment _ _ 

Reduced  sedimentation  in  Atchafalaya  River _ 

Total . . . . 

5,  358,  700 

3,  619, 100 

4, 518, 000 

13, 495,  800 

Mississippi 
River  to 
Shreveport 

Shreveport  to 
Daingerfield 

Total 

Project  benefits: 

Navigation: 

Transportation  savings _ _ _ 

Recreation  and  F.  &  W.l - - 

Water  quality  and  reduced  pumping  costs - 

Economic  redevelopment. - - - 

$10,  778,  600 
604, 600 
93,  300 
1,081,100 

$6, 244, 400 
304,  500 
25, 600 
695,000 

$17,023,000 
909, 100 
118,  900 
1,776, 100 

Total  .  . . . . .  .  ...  .. 

12,  557, 600 

7,  269,  500 

19,  827, 100 
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Benefit-cost  ratio 


Bank  stabilization: 

Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport _  1.  2 

Shreveport  to  Index _  1.  3 

Index  to  Denison  Dam _  1.  1 


Entire  project _  1.  2 


Navigation: 

Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport _  1.  5 

Shreveport  to  Daingerfield _  1.  05 


Entire  project _  1.  3 


Local  cooperation. — 

Bank  stabilization. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  lands  for  recreational  development;  hold  and  save; 
maintain  project  works  upstream  of  the  navigation  improvements  at 
Shreveport;  make  relocations  of  utilities,  bridges  (except  railroad), 
sewers,  pipelines,  and  any  other  alterations;  and  in  addition  for  the 
reach  from  Index,  Ark.,  to  Denison  Dam,  provide  a  cash  contribution 
for  land  enhancement  amounting  to  26.1  percent  of  the  estimated 
Federal  cost  of  construction,  such  contribution  being  now  estimated 
at  $20,127,000. 

Navigation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way-in- 
cluding  lands  for  recreational  development;  hold  and  save  free  from 
damages  including  those  resulting  from  dredging,  changes  in  ground- 
water  level,  and  wave  action;  provide  a  proportionate  share  of  the 
cost  of  bridge  alterations  over  existing  channels;  assume  all  obligations 
of  owning,  maintaining,  and  operating  all  railway  and  highway  bridges 
altered  or  constructed  as  part  of  the  navigation  project;  make  alter¬ 
ations  in  pipelines,  and  in  sewer,  water  supply,  drainage,  and  other 
utility  facilities,  as  well  as  their  maintenance;  provide  and  maintain 
adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  obtain  water  rights  that  may  be  necessary  for  operation  in  the 
interest  of  navigation. 

Recreation  j acilities. — Make  contributions  to  bring  the  non-Federal 
share  of  recreation  development  to  at  least  50  percent  of  the  total 
first  cost  of  that  development;  operate  and  maintain  the  recreational 
areas  and  facilities,  except  that  facilities  which  are  integral  parts  of  a 
structure  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Federal  Government  shall 
be  operated  and  maintained  under  whatever  cost-sharing  arrangement 
applies  to  the  basic  structure;  and  assure  access  to  recreational  de¬ 
velopments  to  all  on  equal  terms. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Comments  are  generally  favorable.  The 
Department  raised  a  question  relative  to  project  effects  on  ground 
water  and  on  agricultural  operation  adjacent  to  the  river.  The  Chief 
of  Engineers  has  assured  the  Department  that  consideration  will  be 
given  during  design  studies  to  the  project  effects  and  possible  measures 
to  minimize  adverse  effects. 

Department  oj  Commerce. — Comments  are  generally  favorable.  The 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  assignment  of  bridge 
costs  to  local  interests  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  Truman- 
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Hobbs  Act  is  inappropriate  where  there  is  a  shallow,  narrow  stream 
that  has  not  been  navigated.  The  Bureau  also  notes  that  possible 
additional  costs  shoidd  be  considered  for  the  navigation  reach  below 
Shreveport  because  of  the  probable  reconstruction  of  seven  bridges 
which  do  not  have  horizontal  clearances  for  a  200-foot  channel,  and 
also  because  of  possible  additional  bridges.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
believes  that  navigation  cost  apportionment  is  in  accordance  with 
congressional  policies  expressed  in  legislation  applicable  to  projects 
for  general  navigation  to  insure  a  fair  and  equitable  apportionment 
of  bridge  alteration  costs.  With  regard  to  possible  future  improvement 
of  existing  bridges  or  possible  additional  bridges,  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  believes  that  it  was  not  equitable  to  allow  costs  for  possible,  but 
unknown,  future  effects  on  facilities  beyond  those  that  are  existing, 
under  construction,  being  planned,  or  subject  to  reasonable  estimation. 

Department  of  Health,  Education ,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana. — Generally  favorable.  The  Wild  Life  and  Fish¬ 
eries  Commission  noted  that  waste  discharges  by  cities  and  installa¬ 
tions  should  be  controlled,  to  which  the  Chief  of  Engineers  responded 
that  the  Corps  would  work  with  the  responsible  State  agency  in  its 
efforts  to  control  pollution.  The  State  requested  deletion  of  the  require¬ 
ment  of  local  cooperation  wherein  maintenance  of  bank  stabilization 
works  in  the  reach  from  Shreveport  to  Index,  Ark.,  is  a  non-Federal 
responsibility.  The  cost  sharing  for  the  improvements  between 
Shreveport  and  Index  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  was 
developed  in  accordance  with  the  policy  for  projects  providing  localized 
flood  protection,  such  as  levees,  channel  improvements,  and  bank 
erosion  protection. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Generally  favorable. 

State  of  Texas. — Generali}7  favorable.  Concerns  expressed  relate 
to  authorization  limitations  which  might  endanger  completion  of  the 
full  project,  and  certain  adjustments  in  cost-and-benefit  allocations 
between  project  reaches  and  an  adjustment  in  the  cost  sharing  for 
the  reach  from  Index  upstream  to  Denison  Dam.  The  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  believes  that  an  economic  restudy  of  the  upper  navigation  reach 
from  Shreveport  to  Daingerfield,  Tex.,  prior  to  construction  will 
provide  a  valuable  service  to  the  Congress  and  the  executive  branch 
for  a  project  of  this  magnitude  and  will  also  provide  local  interests 
an  opportunity  to  reevaluate  their  positions  with  respect  to  local 
cooperation  requirements.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  also  believes  the 
cost  and  benefit  allocations  between  project  reaches  appropriate  and 
that  the  various  cost-sharing  requirements,  including  the  reach  from 
Index  to  Denison  Dam,  are  consistent  with  policies  approved  by 
Congress  in  past  authorizations  of  similar  projects. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  recommended  waterway  segment  between  Shreveport, 
La.,  and  Daingerfield,  Tex.,  is  economically  justified  by  only  a  narrow 
margin  and  the  Bureau  concurs  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  for  an  economic  restudy  of  this  reach  of  the  waterway 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction.  The  Bureau  also  believes  the  study 
should  reflect  the  extent  of  Federal  interest  in  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  existing  Caddo  Dam  in  Louisiana.  Furthermore,  the 
Bureau  expresses  concern  over  the  precedent  which  would  be  estab- 
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lisked  by  the  recommended  project  for  bank  stabilization  between 
Index,  Ark.,  and  Denison  Dam,  and  expresses  the  belief  that  bank 
stabilization  should  not  be  a  Federal  responsibility  unless  directly 
related  to  navigation  or  flood  control.  Subject  to  consideration  of  the 
above,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  there  would  be  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  of  the  Amy. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  However,  with 
respect  to  bank  stabilization,  the  Secretary  has  requested  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  develop  a  proposal  for  a  general  policy  for  consideration 
by  all  concerned. 

Remarks. — It  is  believed  the  waterway  will  provide  an  artery  for 
low-cost  bulk  transportation  which  in  combination  with  the  abundant 
natural  resources  will  stimulate  the  economic  growth  of  the  region. 
Also,  by  stabilizing  the  banks  of  this  widely  meandering  stream  more 
productive  use  of  lands  now  threatened  by  caving  banks  will  be 
possible. 

San  Diego  Harbor,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — San  Diego  Harbor  is  located  on  the  coast  of  southern 
California,  immediately  north  of  the  Mexican  border,  and  is  96  miles 
southeast  of  Los  Angeles. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors  resolution 
adopted  March  5,  1946;  section  6,  Public  Law  14,  79th  Congress, 
approved  March  2,  1945;  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  reso¬ 
lution  adopted  August  13,  1958. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  consists  of  a  jetty, 
entrance  channel,  interior  channels,  anchorage  areas,  turning  basin, 
and  a  diversion  dike. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  channel  depths  and  widths  are  not 
sufficient  for  modern  cargo  vessels  and  U.S.  Navy  vessels  under  full 
load  at  all  conditions  of  tide. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — The  proposed  improvement  gen¬ 
erally  consists  of  modifying  the  existing  project  by  deepening  and 
extending  project  channels  to  provide  42-foot  depth  in  the  entrance, 
40-foot  depth  to  bulk  terminals,  and  35-foot  depth  to  general  cargo 
terminals,  deletion  of  incompleted  authorized  work  on  the  South  Bay 
seaplane  basin  and  triangular  approaches  adjacent  to  Harbor  Island 
from  the  project,  and  extension  of  authorized  maintenance  to  include 
channels  or  additional  depth  of  channels  dredged  by  the  U.S.  Navy  or 
local  interests. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1967) 

Federal -  $5,  360,  000 

Non- Federal -  2,  800,  000 

Total -  8,  160,  000 

Federal  costs  are  exclusive  of  $40,000  for  aids  to  navigation  and 
$1,500,000  for  relocation  of  U.S.  Navy  utilities. 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . . . . . 

.  $281,000 

$114,000 

0 

$395, 000 
24, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

_ _  '  24,000 

Total _ _ _ 

. .  305,000 

114, 000 

419, 000 

Annual  benefits:  General  navigation _ $1,  360,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.2. 

Local  cooperation. — The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  conform 
to  general  policy  for  navigation  projects.  Local  interests  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage;  provide 
adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities;  accomplish  required 
relocations;  provide  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  disposal 
works;  provide  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels 
commensurate  with  depths  in  related  project  channels;  prevent  pollu¬ 
tion;  and  make  an  equitable  cash  contribution  due  to  the  local  land 
enhancement  derived  from  the  deposition  of  dredge  spoil.  Local  in¬ 
terests  have  indicated  willingness  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  o  f  the  State  and  Federal  agencies  — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  benefits  for  future  lumber  shipments  by  barge  are  used 
to  justify  the  deep-draft  channel,  and  objects  of  the  use  of  this  benefit 
in  the  economic  analysis.  The  Bureau  notes  however,  that  even  if  this 
benefit  were  deleted,  the  project  would  have  a  favorable  benefit-cost 
ratio.  Subject  to  consideration  of  this  comment,  the  Bureau  has  no 
objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Concerning  the  Bureau’s 
comment,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  considers  the  benefit  in  question  to 
be  proper  in  that  a  channel  to  service  the  proposed  D  Street  terminal 
area  is  required  between  miles  12.5  and  13.5.  The  Bureau  position 
appears  to  be  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  locally  constructed 
channel  will  extend  to  the  proposed  D  Street  terminal  at  mile  13.5. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  informs  that  this  channel  will  extend  only  to 
mile  12.5. 

Remarks. — The  existing  harbor  channel  depths  and  widths  are  not 
sufficient  to  accommodate  the  larger  cargo  vessels  and  U.S.  Navy 
vessels  at  all  conditions  of  tide  and  the  improvement  will  correct  these 
deficiencies. 


96-701—68 - 4 
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Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska 
(S.  Doc.  95,  90th  Cong.) 


Location. — Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  located  in  southeastern 
Alaska,  are  in  the  network  of  channels  which  comprise  the  inside 
passage  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  to  and  within  southeastern  Alaska. 
Whitestone  Narrows  lies  about  15  miles  north  of  Sitka  at  the  south 
entrance  to  Neva  Strait.  The  Sergius  Narrows  passage  lies  4  miles 
into  Peril  Strait  above  its  junction  with  Neva  Strait,  and  is  about  27 
miles  northeast  of  Sitka. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  both  adopted  April  10,  1963. 

Existing  project. — -There  is  no  existing  project  in  the  Sergius  Narrows 
passage.  The  existing  project  for  Whitestone  Narrows  consists  of  a 
channel  200  feet  wide  and  24  feet  deep  between  two  rock  obstructions 
in  Neva  Strait. 

Navigation  problem,. — -The  major  problem  at  Sergius  Narrows  is  the 
narrowness  of  the  passage  and  presence  of  a  rock  reef  which  requires 
abrupt  manuevering  in  a  dangerously  constricted  area  with  strong 
tidal  currents.  At  Whitestone  Narrows,  rock  outcrops  at  both  ends 
of  the  passage  limit  the  usable  channel  width  and  require  changes  of 
course  in  the  constricted  reach  and  in  strong  tidal  currents. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — -The  recommended  plan  pro¬ 
vides  for  modification  of  the  existing  24-foot-deep  channel  at  White¬ 
stone  Narrows  by  increasing  the  channel  width  from  200  to  300  feet, 
and  the  construction  of  a  channel  24  feet  deep  and  450  feet  wide  at 
Sergius  Narrows.  The  work  would  consist  of  removing  rock  reefs  at 
both  locations  to  eliminate  difficult  and  hazardous  passage  caused  by 
narrow  rocky  channels  and  strong  tidal  currents. 


Estimated  cost  ( 1967  "price  base ) 

Federal  _  _  _  _  _ 

Non-Federal  ________  _________ 

_  $3,  030,  000 

_  0 

Total  _  _  _ 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

_  3,  030,  000 

Federal 

Non-Federal  Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

. .  $123,600 

0  $123,600 

0  0 

0  0 

Maintenance  and  operation  1 _ _ 

Maintenance  of  navigational  aids  i . 

. . .  '  0 

0 

Total . . 

.  123,600 

0  123,600 

i  No  additional  funds  required. 

Annual  benefits: 

Lower  operating  costs  __ 
Damage  prevention  _  _ 

_ $340,  000 

_  71, 000 

Total _  411,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required,  prior  to  construc¬ 
tion,  to  agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvements  for  navigation  would 
improve  what  is  now  a  difficult  and  hazardous  passage  to  south¬ 
eastern  Alaska. 

Snohomish  River  (Everett  Harbor),  Wash. 

(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Everett  Harbor  is  located  in  western  Washington,  about 
30  miles  north  of  Seattle,  where  the  Snohomish  River  discharges  into 
Puget  Sound. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  Senate,  adopted  14  and  28  April  1964, 
respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  train¬ 
ing  dike  to  channel  river  flows  through  the  harbor,  spur  dikes,  settling 
basins  for  controlling  sediment  deposition,  and  connecting  channels 
of  varying  depths  from  deep  water  in  Port  Gardner  Bay  to  the  head  of 
Steamboat  Slough. 

Navigation  problem. — Storm  generated  waves  pass  over  the  de¬ 
teriorated  training  dike  causing  turbulence  which  disrupts  navigation, 
menaces  log  raft  storage  areas  in  the  harbor  and  damages  moored 
vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  raising  and  extension  of  the  existing  training  dike,  and 
construction  of  a  planked  timber-pile  breakwater  on  the  western  and 
southern  sides  of  the  small-boat  basin. 


Estimated  cost  ( April  1967  price  base ) 

Federal _ $1,  108,  000 

Non-Federal _  332,  000 


Total.  .  --  -  -  - . 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

1,  440,  000 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . . . 

$44, 400 
20,  400 

$13,300 

0 

$51,700 
20, 400 
700 

Maintenance  naval  aids . . - . 

'700 

0 

Total . 

65,  500 

13,300 

78, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

General  navigation. _  -  --  —  — 

Recreational  boating —  -  .  — 

Total _ 

.  $195,  900 
.  184,  900 

.  380,  800 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  recommended  improvements;  provide  and  maintain  all  neces¬ 
sary  terminal  and  allied  facilities;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  necessary  utility  or  other  relocations  and  alterations; 
establish  regulations  prohibiting  pollution  of  the  harbor  by  users 
thereof;  contribute  in  cash  prior  to  the  start  of  construction,  9.6 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  proposed  work  on  the  training  dike,  an 
amount  presently  estimated  at  $85,000,  and  44.5  percent  of  the  cost  of 
the  boat  basin  breakwater,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $246,000. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  comply  with  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Washington:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  modifications  to  the  training  dike  and 
construction  of  a  breakwater  at  the  existing  small-boat  basin  will 
provide  protection  to  boats  and  log  rafts  against  storm  generated 
waves  which  now  pass  over  the  deteriorated  dike.  The  substantial 
contribution  by  local  interests  is  equitable  because  of  the  large  pro¬ 
portion  of  recreational  benefits. 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  189,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — -The  project  will  be  at  East  Tawas  State  Park,  on  Tawas 
Bay  in  Lake  Huron,  adjacent  to  the  community  of  East  Tawas,  Mich. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
March  8,  1945,  and  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1945. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  enlarging  the  existing 
State  boat  harbor  at  East  Tawas  State  Park  to  accommodate  increas¬ 
ing  boating  demand  and  there  is  also  a  need  for  a  harbor-of-refuge 
along  the  coast  of  Lake  Huron  in  this  vicinity. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  project  consists  of  a 
U-shaped  breakwater  extending  about  1,800  feet  southerly  and 
easterly  into  Tawas  Bay  from  the  end  of  the  existing  State  pier.  Facil¬ 
ities  to  accommodte  sport  fishing  from  the  breakwater  would  also 
be  provided. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level) 

Federal _ _ _ _  $466,000 

Non-Federal _  465,  000 

Total _  931,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance.-. . 

$18,500 

.  2,400 

$18, 500 

0 

$37, 000 
2, 400 

Total. . . . . 

.  20,400 

18, 500 

39,400 
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Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _  $78,  000 

Breakwater  fishing _  40,  000 


Total . . . . _ . .  118,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  costs  of  general  navigation  facilities,  excluding  navigation  aids, 
less  50  percent  of  the  local  cost  for  providing  parking  facilities  for 
breakwater  fishermen,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at 
$458,500;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  and  provide 
or  pay  for  any  spoil  containment  works;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damage  due  to  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project;  establish  a  public  body  to  regulate  the  use  and 
growth  of  the  harbor;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  berthing  areas, 
mooring  facilities,  and  service  areas  and  continue  to  maintain  the 
State  pier;  establish  regulations  prohibiting  pollution  of  the  harbor 
by  the  users  thereof;  and  bear  all  costs  of  maintenance,  operation,  and 
replacement  of  access  facilities,  parking  areas,  and  sanitary  facilities 
for  recreational  fishing.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.- — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would  apply. 
He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President's  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — This  improvement  would  provide  protection  for  and 
permit  the  use  of  the  harbor  by  the  ever-increasing  volume  of  recrea¬ 
tional  vessels. 


Ventura  Marina,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc. - ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Ventura  Marina  is  a  light-draft  harbor  for  recreational 
craft  located  on  the  coast  of  California  within  the  city  of  San  Buena¬ 
ventura,  about  65  mines  northwest  of  Los  Angeles. 

Authority. — Section  6,  Public  Law  14,  79th  Congress,  approved 
March  2,  1945. 

Existing  project. — Local  interests  have  constructed  a  small-craft 
recreational  harbor  having  a  usable  water  area  of  116  acres;  entrance 
channel  with  protective  jetties,  middle  jetty,  and  turning  basin. 

Navigation  problem. — Shoaling  of  the  entrance  channel  not  only  pre¬ 
vents  full  use  and  development  of  the  harbor,  but  causes  severe  break¬ 
ing  waves  therein  which  are  hazardous  to  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  proposed  improvement 
would  provide  for  construction  of  an  offshore  breakwater  to  protect 
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the  entrance  and  to  form  a  sand  trap;  adoption  as  a  Federal  project 
for  maintenance  of  the  existing  general  navigation  features  and 
provision  of  recreational  facilities  for  jetty  fishing. 

Estimated  cost  ( Price  level  of  January  1968) 

Federal _  $1,  540,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  540,  000 

Total _ _ _  3,080,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  operation... 

. .  $63,000 

_  191,000 

$63, 000 

2, 000 

$126,000 

193,000 

Total _ _ 

.  254,000 

65, 000 

319,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _  $1,  273,  000 

Sport  fishing _  68,  000 


Total _  1,  341,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.2. 

Local  cooperation. — The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  conform 
to  general  policy  for  small-boat  harbor  projects.  Local  interests  are 
required  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage; 
provide  and  maintain  mooring  facilities,  service  areas,  a  public 
landing  and  appurtenant  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  maintain 
recreational  fishing  facilities;  provide  and  maintain  such  additional 
works  as  may  be  required  for  protection  of  downcoast  beach  areas 
and  not  procured  through  disposal  of  material  dredged  from  the 
sand  trap  and  entrance  channel;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  required  for  construction  of  the  project  including  dis¬ 
posal  areas  and  retention  works;  and  contribute  in  cash  50  percent 
of  the  cost  of  construction,  exclusive  of  aids  to  navigation,  a  contribu¬ 
tion  presently  estimated  at  $1,540,000.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  comply  with  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.-— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  improvements  are  needed  to  reduce  a  hazardous 
condition  in  the  entrance  channel  to  the  marina,  and  to  stabilize  a 
severe  shoaling  problem  which  prevents  full  use  of  the  existing  facility. 
The  proposed  improvements  would  relieve  a  shortage  of  berths  for 
recreational  boats  and  Federal  maintenance  of  the  general  navigation 
features  are  appropriate. 
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Wilson  Harbor,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  112,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Wilson  Harbor  is  located  in  western  New  York  in 
Niagara  County,  in  the  town  of  Wilson.  The  harbor  is  on  the  southern 
shore  of  Lake  Ontario  at  the  mouth  of  the  East  Branch  of  Twelvemile 
Creek,  12  miles  east  of  the  mouth  of  Niagara  River  and  6  miles  west 
of  Alcott  Harbor. 

Authority. — A  resolution  adopted  September  26,  1963,  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides 
for  parallel  piers  at  the  entrance,  each  about  800  feet  long  and  en¬ 
trance  channel  from  Lake  Ontario  to  Tuscarora  Bay  80  feet  wide  and 
8  feet  deep  with  a  concrete  capped  stone  walkway  to  the  east  pier 
for  fishermen. 

Navigation  problem. — The  use  of  Wilson  Harbor  is  hampered  by 
inadequate  channels  and  lack  of  related  public  use  shore  facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  extension  of  the 
entrance  channel,  80  feet  wide  and  8  feet  deep,  a  distance  of  approxi¬ 
mately  300  feet  from  the  inner  end  of  the  existing  channel  to  a  limit 
opposite  the  lower  end  of  Wintergreen  Island;  and  thence  a  channel 
approximately  3,800  feet  long  through  Tuscarora  Bay,  6  feet  deep 
with  basic  width  of  100  feet,  the  upper  360  feet  of  the  channel  narrow¬ 
ing  to  80  feet,  suitably  widened  at  bends  and  abreast  of  the  proposed 
location  of  public  small-boat  facilities  near  the  East  Branch  of  Twelve- 
mile  Creek. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  March  1965 ) 

Federal _  $198,  000 

Non-Federal _  203,  000 

Total _ 401,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

$8,000 

_ _  11,500 

$8, 000 

0 

$16, 000 
11,500 

Total . . 

. .  19,500 

8, 000 

27,550 

Annual  benefits:  Recreational  boating _ $49,  200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  for 
construction  of  the  navigation  improvement,  such  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $198,000;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construc¬ 
tion  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the 
general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and 
any  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor, 
or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  subsequent  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  Federal  improvement;  establish  a  competent  and  properly 
constituted  public  body  empowered  to  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and 


52 


free  development  of  the  above-mentioned  harbor  facilities  with  the 
understanding  that  public  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
provide  and  maintain  necessary  access  road,  mooring  facilities,  and 
parking  and  service  areas,  including  a  launching  ramp,  toilet  facilities, 
and  an  adequate  public  landing  or  wharf,  with  provision  for  the  sale  of 
motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water,  available  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  the  service  channels  to  principal 
docks  and  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  those  provided  in  the 
Federal  project;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such 
relocations  or  alterations  or  utilities  as  necessary  for  project  purposes; 
establish  regulations  prohibiting  discharge  of  untreated  sewage,  gar¬ 
bage,  and  other  pollutants  in  the  water  of  the  harbor  by  users  thereof, 
which  regulations  shall  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  or  regula¬ 
tions  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  authorities  responsible  for  pollution 
prevention  and  control,  and  reserve  spaces  within  the  widened  westerly 
end  of  the  bay  for  anchorage  by  transient  craft,  and  that  the  mooring 
facilities  also  include  spaces  adequate  for  the  accommodation  of 
transient  craft.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft 
bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would  apply. 
He  states  that,  "In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  improvement  would  result  in  significant  benefits  to 
recreational  boating  in  this  area.  This  project  would  permit  full  use  of 
existing  facilities  and  those  planned  for  construction  by  the  Niagara 
Frontier  State  Park  Commission. 

Yazoo  River,  Miss. 

(H.  Doc.  342,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Yazoo  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  the  Talla¬ 
hatchie  and  Yalobusha  Rivers,  at  Greenwood  in  west-central  Missis¬ 
sippi,  and  flows  generally  southwesterly  169  miles  to  the  Mississippi 
River  at  Vicksburg,  Miss. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  3,  1959. 

Existing  'project. — The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1875  authorized  the 
improvement  of  Yazoo  River  by  removal  of  snags,  wrecks,  submerged 
logs,  over-hanging  trees,  and  other  obstructions  in  the  channel.  No 
minimum  depth  or  width  was  specified.  Vicksburg  Harbor  is  main¬ 
tained  to  a  minimum  depth  of  12  feet  and  minimum  width  of  150  feet 
between  the  Mississippi  River  and  the  lower  limit  of  the  Yazoo  River 
navigation  project.  Extensive  flood  control  improvements  in  the  basin 
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include  a  levee  along  the  west  bank  of  the  river  and  two  small  loop 
levees  on  the  east  bank;  four  reservoirs  (Arkabutla,  Sardis,  Enid,  and 
Grenada);  two  auxiliary  channels;  local  protection  works  for  Green¬ 
wood,  Belzoni,  and  Yazoo  City;  channel  improvements  on  the  Cold- 
water,  Tallahatchie,  and  Yazoo  Rivers  and  their  principal  tributaries; 
and  levees  on  the  various  streams  where  required. 

Navigation  problem. — A  channel  depth  of  9  feet  that  is  comparable 
to  other  projects  for  the  inland  waterway  system  is  available  less  than 
one-half  of  the  year  and  a  dependable  year-round  channel  is  needed  to 
serve  a  tributary  area  of  14  counties. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
navigation  project  to  provide  a  channel  with  a  9-foot  depth  and  150- 
foot  minimum  bottom  width  between  the  mouth  and  Greenwood. 
The  physical  features  include  a  lock  and  dam  near  the  mouth,  channel 
realinement  and  dredging,  raising  the  control  weir  at  the  upper  end 
of  the  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel,  modification  of  Sardis  Reser¬ 
voir  to  provide  additional  storage  for  navigation,  and  bridge  altera¬ 
tions.  The  plan  also  includes  additional  recreation  access  sites  on  the 
enlarged  Sardis  Reservoir  and  recreation  sites  at  the  lock  and  dam  pool. 

Estimated  cost  (Price  level  of  December  1966) 

Federal _  1  52,  147,  000 

Non-Federal _  760,  000 

Total _  52,  907,  000 

'Excludes  $93,000  for  aids  to  navigation. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replenishments . . . 

_  $2, 086, 000 

_  2  577,  000 

$62, 000 
101,000 

$2, 148,  000 
678, 000 

Total _ _ _ 

_  2,663,000 

163, 000 

2, 826,  000 

2  Includes  $20,000  maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation. 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  $3,  169,  500 

General  recreation _  1,  057,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement _  57,  000 

Area  redevelopment _  334,  000 


Total _  4,  617,  500 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
flowage  rights  in  overflow  areas,  except  at  Sardis  Reservoir,  and  for 
aids  to  navigation  including  suitable  areas  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  necessary 
retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  cost  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  free  from  damages  including  but 
not  limited  to  those  resulting  from  dredging,  change  in  ground  water 
level  and  wave  action;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  public  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities,  including  berths  and  access  channels,  open  to 
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all  on  equal  terms;  accomplish  alterations  and  relocations  as  required, 
except  those  required  for  increasing  the  capacity  of  Sardis  Reservoir, 
including  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  alteration  of  the  State  highway 
bridge  at  Belzoni;  bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  such  amount  currently  estimated 
at  $1,000,000  and  $47,000,  respectively.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  provide  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Generally  favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  The  Department  stated  that  any 
increase  in  the  operating  pool  level  in  Sardis  Reservoir  will 
materially  affect  works  of  improvement  on  areas  benefited  by 
watershed  projects  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  either  existing 
or  being  planned.  The  Department  suggested  that  in  order  to 
keep  the  impact  on  agricultural  interests  and  local  investments  to 
a  minimum,  changes  in  reservoir  operating  levels  should  be 
negotiated  with  the  concerned  sponsors  and  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  before  final  operation  plans  are  made.  Also,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  indicated  there  are  future  irrigation  water  needs  for  the 
Yazoo-Mississippi  Delta  area  to  be  met  from  surface  water 
sources.  The  Department  urged  further  consideration  of  design 
and  operational  adjustments  to  supply  long-range  agricultural 
water  needs.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  replied  that  close  coordina¬ 
tion  would  be  maintained  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  in 
the  planning  of  operating  pool  levels  in  Sardis  Reservoir  which 
might  affect  upstream  watershed  programs.  Also,  an  increase  in 
the  base  flow  of  the  Yazoo  River  would  shorten  the  navigation 
season  to  the  point  where  navigation  would  not  be  feasible; 
however,  a  large  part  of  the  flow  needed  for  the  recommended 
plan  would  be  available  to  irrigation  and  other  purposes  if  the 
economy  of  the  area  should  expand  enough  to  justify  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  4-lock  waterway  in  the  future. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  The  Public 
Health  Service  noted  that  it  is  questionable  whether  the  Yazoo 
River  above  Vicksburg  and  the  Sardis  Reservoir  would  meet  the 
Mississippi  water  quality  standards  for  recreation  waters  and 
recommended  reevaluation  of  the  recreation  benefits  for  the 
proposed  Vicksburg  Lock  and  Dam  area  and  establishment  of  a 
water  quality  monitoring  program  at  Sardis  Reservoir.  The 
Chief  of  Engineers  replied  that  recent  legislation  in  Mississippi 
provides  the  necessary  tools  to  improve  and  enhance  the  waters 
in  the  river  and  that  because  of  the  need  for  water-based  recrea¬ 
tion  in  the  vicinity  of  Vicksburg,  recreation  benefits  used  are 
adequate  and  appropriate.  Also,  a  water  quality  monitoring 
program  for  Sardis  Reservoir  was  started  in  November  1966. 

Department  of  Transportation:  The  Federal  Highway  Ad¬ 
ministration  suggested  that  since  alteration  of  an  existing  highway 
bridge  at  Belzoni  is  made  necessary  by  improvement  of  the  chan¬ 
nel  for  the  benefit  of  navigation,  rather  than  normal  growth  of 
waterway  traffic,  the  entire  cost  of  the  bridge  alteration  should  be 
included  as  a  project  cost.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  replied  that  the 
corps  determination  was  based  on  the  following:  the  Yazoo  River 
is  a  navigable  stream;  the  bridge  represents  an  obstruction  to 
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navigation;  and  the  bridge  owner  will  receive  a  direct  benefit  in 
the  form  of  increased  life  expectancy  for  the  alteration. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Mississippi:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — 

Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes  that  the 
preponderance  of  project  benefits  would  not  accrue  until  the  last  half 
of  the  50-year  period  of  analysis.  The  Bureau  further  notes  that  pro¬ 
jected  annual  benefits  would  not  equal  the  average  annual  costs  of  the 
Vicksburg-to-Yazoo  City  leg  of  the  project  for  nearly  15  years  and  for 
the  Yazoo  City-to-Greenwood  leg  for  nearly  20  years.  The  Bureau  also 
noted  that  the  upper  leg  of  the  project  could  be  constructed  independ¬ 
ently  following  completion  of  construction  of  the  lower  leg  of  the 
project.  The  Bureau  believes  that  construction  of  the  project  should 
be  deferred  until  the  potential  annual  benefits  expected  to  accrue 
immediately  following  construction  are  equal  to  the  average  annual 
costs  of  the  project.  Therefore,  the  Bureau  would  expect  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  review  the  timing  of  initiation  of  each  leg  of  the  project 
prior  to  requesting  appropriations  of  funds  for  construction.  Subject 
to  consideration  of  these  comments,  the  Bureau  advises  there  would  be 
no  objection  to  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — In  accordance  with  the 
comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will 
review  the  timing  of  initiation  of  each  leg  of  the  project  prior  to 
requesting  appropriations  of  funds  for  construction. 

Remarks. — It  is  noted  that  the  recommended  plan  provides  for  a 
dependable  year-round  link  in  the  growing  inland  waterway  system  to 
serve  the  rapidly  growing  industrial  needs  of  central  Mississippi.  The 
committee  concurs  in  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  comment  that  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  should  review  the  timing  limitation  of  each  leg  of 
the  project  prior  to  requesting  appropriation  of  funds  for  construction. 
However,  the  committee  is  at  a  loss  to  understand  that  part  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  comments  concerning  the  necessity  of  realizing 
benefits  for  the  improvements  as  estimated  in  the  economic  analysis 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  immediately  upon  completion  of  the  project. 
The  benefits  from  any  water  resource  projects  constructed  by  the 
United  States  are  based  on  the  average  annual  average  over  a  50-year 
period.  This  principle  is  so  elemental  as  not  to  need  any  discussion. 
The  committee  therefore,  takes  the  position  which  has  always  been 
taken  by  the  United  States  in  the  entire  water  resource  program  that 
the  benefit-cost  ratio  shall  be  based  upon  average  benefits  and  costs 
to  be  experienced  over  a  50-year  period. 

SECTION  102 

This  section  modifies  the  previously  authorized  beach  erosion 
control  project  for  Fort  Pierce,  Fla.,  so  as  to  provide  for  construction 
of  the  project  by  the  Federal  Government,  with  appropriate  cash 
contributions  by  the  local  interests.  The  project  as  originally  author¬ 
ized  provided  for  local  construction  with  reimbursement  by  the 
Federal  Government  of  its  share  of  the  project  costs.  The  reason  for 
the  modification  is  that  the  local  interests  are  unable  to  raise  the 
entire  cost  of  the  project  and  then  await  later  reimbursement  by  the 
Federal  Government.  This  section  results  in  no  increased  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government. 
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SECTION  103 

Marmet,  W.  Va.,  land  conveyance. — The  Secretary  of  War,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  act  of  July  8,  1942,  was  authorized  to  sell  and 
convey  to  the  town  of  Marmet,  W.  Va.,  certain  land  situated  on  the 
west  side  of  the  Kanawha  River  at  Marmet  lock  and  dam,  to  be  used 
for  park  and  municipal  purposes.  The  act  provides  that  title  will 
revert  to  the  United  States  if  the  land  is  used  for  any  other  purposes. 
The  town  of  Marmet  now  desires  to  construct  a  firehouse  on  a  portion 
of  the  land,  hence  the  need  for  clarification  of  the  law  to  permit  such 
use  of  the  land. 

SECTION  104 

State  oj  West  Virginia  land  conveyance.- — The  Corps  of  Engineers  is 
presently  in  the  process  of  modernizing  the  Ohio  River  navigation 
system  by  the  construction  of  a  number  of  locks  and  dams  having 
greater  dimensions  than  the  existing  projects.  Existing  locks  and  dams 
Nos.  16,  19,  20,  and  21  are  among  those  to  be  replaced  by  the  new 
work.  The  State  of  West  Virginia  has  indicated  it  desires  to  obtain 
this  land  on  the  West  Virginia  side  of  the  river  located  adjacent  to 
the  lock  structures,  for  park  purposes.  This  section  will  transfer  the 
land  to  the  State  at  50  percent  of  the  fair  market  value  when  it  be¬ 
comes  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

SECTION  105 

This  section  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  convey  46.01 
acres  of  land  underlying  Lake  Erie  to  the  city  of  Buffalo,  N.Y.,  for 
park  purposes.  The  land  originally  was  acquired  by  the  Federal 
Government  in  1904  without  cost  as  part  of  the  Buffalo  outer  harbor 
project.  The  section  retains  the  right  of  the  United  States,  for  a  period 
not  to  exceed  7  years,  to  use  the  land  for  spoil  disposal  purposes. 

SECTION  106 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to 
make  an  appraisal  investigation  and  study  of  the  United  States  and 
Great  Lakes  shorelines  to  determine  areas  where  significant  erosion 
occurs  and  where  action  to  halt  the  erosion  appears  economically 
justified.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  would,  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  indicate  what  measures  are  desirable  to  cope 
with  the  problem,  recommend  priorities  for  remedial  action,  and 
cooperate  with  State  and  local  governments.  The  study  is  to  be 
completed  within  3  years. 


SECTION  107 

This  section  authorizes  Federal  participation  in  the  alteration  of 
obstructive  highway  bridges  in  part  II  of  the  Illinois  Waterway  project 
extending  from  the  Grand  Calumet  River  between  the  Little  Calumet 
and  the  junction  with  Indiana  Harbor  Canal,  thence  to  Clark  Street, 
Gary,  Ind.,  a  distance  of  about  10  miles.  Alteration  of  the  obstructive 
bridges  is  necessary  before  work  can  proceed  in  widening  the  project 
to  a  width  of  225  feet  as  previously  authorized  by  the  Congress. 
Pertinent  details  concerning  the  project  are  as  follows: 
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Illinois  Waterway  and  Grand  Calumet  River,  III.,  and  Ind. 

(Calumet-Sag  Navigation  Project,  Pt.  II) 

(H.  Doc.  45,  85tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  project  extends  along  the  Grand  Calumet  River 
from  its  junction  with  the  Little  Calumet  River  eastward  to  Gary, 
Ind.,  approximately  10  miles. 

Authority—  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  March  30, 
1955. 

Existing  project. — Part  II  of  the  authorized  Calumet-Sag  navigation 
project  provides  for  a  channel  with  a  usable  depth  of  9  feet  and  a  width 
of  225  feet  along  the  general  route  of  the  Grand  Calumet  River 
between  the  Little  Calumet  River  and  the  junction  with  Indiana 
Harbor  Canal,  thence  160  feet  wide  to  Clark  Street,  Gary,  Ind.,  with  a 
turning  basin  at  Clark  Street;  enlargement  of  the  Indian  Harbor 
Canal  to  a  width  of  225  feet  and  depth  of  9  feet  to  the  vicinity  of  141st 
Street;  construction  of  a  lock  and  controlling  works  in  the  Grand 
Calumet  River;  and  reconstruction  or  alteration  of  all  obstructive 
railroad  bridges  to  provide  suitable  clearances. 

Problem. — The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3,  1958,  authorized 
Federal  participation  in  the  alteration  of  obstructive  highway  bridges 
for  part  I  of  the  Calumet-Sag  project,  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Public  Law  647,  76th  Congress,  as  amended  (Truman- 
Hobbs  Act).  Local  interests  consider  this  partial  authorization  in¬ 
equitable  and  desire  authorization  for  Federal  participation  in  the 
alteration  of  obstructive  highway  bridges  for  part  II,  as  recommended 
in  House  Document  45,  85th  Congress,  first  session. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Federal  participation  in  the 
alteration  of  obstructive  highway  bridges  for  part  II  of  the  Calumet- 
Sag  navigation  project,  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  Public  Law 
647,  76th  Congress,  as  amended. 

Estimated  cost  ( July  1966  -price  level ) 

Federal _  $33,  265,  000 

Non-Federal _  2,  365,  000 

Total _  35,  630,  000 

Project  economics. — -Annual  carrying  charges  for  the  authorized 
project  would  remain  fixed  irrespective  of  changes  in  apportionment 
of  highway  bridge  alteration  costs  as  between  the  United  States  and 
the  bridge  owners.  Annual  carrying  charges  for  the  Calumet-Sag 
navigation  project  are  estimated  in  House  Document  45,  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  first  session,  to  be  $7,114,700.  Project  benefits  consisting  of 
direct  savings  in  transportation  costs  are  estimated  at  $17,646,000 
annually. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — No  objection. 

SECTION  108 

This  section  deautliorizes  the  Steele  Bayou,  Miss.,  navigation 
project  authorized  in  1884  and  declares  Steele  Bayou  to  be  a  non- 
navigable  stream.  Local  interests  desire  this  action  in  order  that 
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improvements  may  be  constructed  in  the  interest  of  utilizing  the 
water  for  other  purposes,  such  as  water  supply,  recreation,  and  irri¬ 
gation.  The  Steele  Bayou  project  has  been  inactive  and  recommended 
for  abandonment. 

SECTION  109 

Section  313  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965  directed  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  prepare  a  suggested  draft  of  legislation  revising 
and  codifying  the  general  and  permanent  laws  relating  to  civil  works 
projects  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  a  report  explaining  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  for  transmittal  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  no  later  than  June  30, 
1968.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  unable  to  meet  this  date,  and  has 
requested  an  extension  of  1  year.  The  committee  has  included  language 
in  the  bill  providing  for  the  extension. 

section  no 

The  Ouachita  River  navigation  project,  authorized  in  1950,  provided 
for  securing  a  9-foot  channel  from  the  Mississippi  River  to  Camden, 
Ark.,  by  means  of  lowering  the  floors  and  sills  of  the  existing  dams 
and  by  dredging.  However,  the  project  was  later  modified  in  1960  to 
provide  for  four  new  locks  and  dams  in  lieu  of  modifying  the  existing 
six  dams.  This  action  resulted  in  less  cost  to  the  United  States  but 
greater  cost  to  local  interests.  The  9-foot  depth  would  be  obtained  by 
raising  the  existing  water  level  in  lieu  of  extensive  dredging.  It  is 
understood  that  the  modified  project  requires  much  greater  land  for 
the  Felsenthal  Dam  in  Arkansas  than  for  the  project  authorized  in 
1950.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  land  is  very  flat,  and  raising  the 
water  surface  elevation  causes  the  pool  to  cover  a  much  greater  area. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  that  they  are  financially  unable  to 
obtain  the  large  amount  of  land  required  for  the  modified  project  and 
have  requested  they  be  relieved  of  this  additional  burden.  The  project 
is  under  construction,  work  having  been  accomplished  in  Louisiana, 
but  has  been  held  in  abeyance  in  Arkansas  due  to  lack  of  local  coop¬ 
eration.  The  committee  is  unable  to  make  a  judgment  on  the  equity 
of  relieving  local  interests  of  their  responsibilities  in  this  matter 
because  of  insufficient  information,  and  accordingly  has  included 
language  in  the  bill  directing  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  review  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  project  and  to  report  his 
findings  to  the  Congress  within  a  period  of  1  year  from  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  act. 

SECTION  in 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  investigate,  study,  and  construct  projects 
for  the  prevention  or  mitigation  of  shore  damages  attributable  to 
Federal  navigation  works.  The  cost  of  installing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  projects  is  borne  by  the  United  States.  Where  the 
estimated  first  cost  of  such  a  project  does  not  exceed  $1  million, 
specific  authorization  by  the  Congress  is  not  required. 

When  a  Federal  navigation  project  is  constructed,  adjacent  shores 
may  be  adversely  affected  by  a  diversion  of,  or  resulting  lack  of,  cur¬ 
rents  which  had  supplied  these  shores  with  sand.  The  navigation 
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works  may  also  result  in  the  creation  of  currents  which  may  erode 
adjacent  shores.  The  committee  believes  that  when  a  Federal  naviga¬ 
tion  project  results  in  such  damages,  the  Federal  Government  should 
be  in  a  position  to  take  remedial  action. 

The  committee  understands  that  it  is  the  present  policy  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  when  formulating  plans  for  navigation  projects,  to  take 
into  account  damages  which  may  result  to  adjacent  shores,  and 
recommend  remedial  measures.  The  section  affirms  this  policy,  and 
also  applies  it  to  existing  navigation  projects. 

SECTION  112 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  authorized  to  construct  the  Ponte 
Vecchio  Bridge  in  the  District  of  Columbia  by  section  111  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1966.  However,  construction  had  to  be 
deferred  because  of  problems  associated  with  providing  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  a  structured  automobile 
parking  facility  which  had  been  anticipated  would  be  built  by  the 
Columbia  Redevelopment  Land  Agency. 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  conduct  a 
study  of  the  area  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Washington  Channel  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  suitable  for  public  visitor  parking  facilities. 
The  Secretary  would  be  required  to  submit  a  report  to  the  President 
and  Congress,  together  with  his  recommendations. 

SECTION  113 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  declare  certain  areas  of  the  East 
and  Hudson  Rivers,  in  New  York  City,  nonnavigable,  so  as  to  permit 
the  development  of  a  project  planned  by  the  State  and  city  of  New 
York  to  be  built  on  filled  lands. 

This  declaration  of  nonnavigability  withdraws  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  right  to  order  the  structures  removed  for  purposes  of  navigation 
under  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution  without  compensa¬ 
tion.  This  will  remove  a  cloud  on  the  title,  and  permit  local  interests 
to  make  financial  arrangements  for  the  development  of  the  area  for 
useful  purposes  other  than  navigation.  Concern  was  expressed  as  to 
the  closeness  of  the  fill  to  navigable  channels  maintained  by  the 
United  States,  and  as  to  the  possibility  that  portions  of  the  area 
proposed  to  be  declared  nonnavigable  would  not  be  filled  in,  leaving 
waters  navigable  in  fact  with  the  application  of  Federal  laws  relating 
to  such  waters  having  been  removed.  Accordingly,  safeguards  have 
been  written  into  the  legislation.  The  actual  limits  of  the  area  to  be 
declared  nonnavigable  are  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  so  that  the  naviga¬ 
tion  channel  may  be  protected.  For  the  same  reason,  the  method  of 
bulkheading  and  filling  is  made  subject  to  his  approval.  To  insure 
that  no  open  waters  remain  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  has  been  removed,  the  declaration  of  nonnavigability  is  made 
to  apply  only  to  areas  actually  filled  within  the  overall  limits.  The 
section  results  in  no  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 
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SECTION  114 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  declare  a  portion  of  San  Francisco 
Bay,  Calif.,  nonnavigable  so  as  to  permit  development  by  the  San 
Francisco  Port  Authority.  The  port  authority,  under  State  law, 
is  enjoined  to  operate  the  property  of  the  State  of  California  which 
comprises  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  The  port  receives  neither  tax 
revenues  nor  monetary  contributions  of  any  kind,  and  must  develop 
the  property  under  its  jurisdiction  to  raise  funds  to  insure  the  operation 
of  the  port.  The  declaration  of  nonnavigability  withdraws  the  Federal 
Government’s  right  to  order  the  structures  removed  for  purposes  of 
navigation  under  the  commerce  clause  of  the  constitution  without 
compensation.  This  will  remove  a  cloud  on  the  title,  and  permit  the 
port  authority  to  make  financial  arrangements  for  the  development 
of  the  property  to  finance  the  operation  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco. 
Conditions  similar  to  those  in  section  113  have  been  added  to  protect 
the  navigation  interests  of  the  United  States.  The  section  results  in 
no  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 

SECTION  115 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  declare  a  portion  of  Baltimore’s 
inner  harbor  nonnavigable  so  as  to  permit  the  development  of  an 
extensive  urban  renewal  project  by  the  city  of  Baltimore,  which  will 
revitalize  and  redevelop  one-fourth  of  Baltimore’s  downtown  area. 
The  landfill  which  the  section  will  make  possible  is  a  vital  link  in  the 
first  stage  of  the  city’s  harbor  renewal  project  covering  approximately 
85  acres  along  three  sides  of  the  harbor  basin.  The  first  stage  will 
provide  a  wide  range  of  development  opportunities.  Private  construc¬ 
tion  will  include  office  buildings,  apartments,  restaurants,  shops, 
theaters,  a  motor  boatel  with  marinas,  garages,  and  other  retail  and 
service  establishments,  complimented  by  tree-lined,  landscaped 
boulevards,  waterfront  parks,  and  playing  fields. 

Institutional  development  will  include  a  science  center,  an  inter¬ 
national  trade  center,  apartments  for  the  elderly,  a  nursing  home, 
and  neighborhood  and  recreation  center. 

This  declaration  of  nonnavigability  withdraws  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  right  to  order  the  structures  removed  for  purposes  of  navigation 
under  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution  without  compensation. 
This  will  remove  a  cloud  on  the  title,  and  permit  the  city  to  make 
financial  arrangements  for  the  development  of  the  area  for  the  better¬ 
ment  of  the  city.  The  section  results  in  no  cost  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

SECTION  116 

This  section  authorizes  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
remove  from  the  Potomac  River  and  destroy  the  abandoned  ships, 
ships’  hulls,  and  pilings  located  at  Mallow's  Bay,  Md.,  and  at  Wide 
Water,  south  of  Quantico,  Va.  The  w'recks  in  these  areas  are  the  result 
of  a  salvaging  operation  conducted  in  the  1920’s,  which  consisted 
of  removing  marketable  parts  of  the  vessels  and  destroying  the  re¬ 
mains  by  burning  the  vessels  to  the  water  line  and  grounding  them. 
There  are  about  125  wrecks  left  as  a  result  of  the  salvaging  operations. 
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The  President  has  stated  the  need  and  desirability  of  making  the 
Potomac  River  a  model  of  scenic  and  recreational  value  for  the  entire 
Nation.  The  wrecks  constitute  an  unsightly  nuisance,  and  hinder 
recreational  activities  and  development  of  adjoining  shores.  The  com¬ 
mittee  feels  that  Federal  participation  in  the  removal  and  destruction 
of  the  wrecks  is  fully  justified  in  view  of  the  Federal  interest  in  cleaning 
up  the  Potomac.  As  there  will  be  land  enhancement  benefits  which  will 
accrue  to  landowners  in  the  area,  it  is  provided  that  local  interests 
shall  pay  one-half  the  cost  of  the  removal  and  destruction  of  the 
wrecks. 

SECTION  117 

This  section  authorizes  the  expenditure  of  civil  works  funds  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  maintain  rivers  and  harbors  at  depths 
required  for  defense  purposes.  Presently,  where  naval  vessels  require 
a  greater  depth  than  that  authorized,  defense  appropriations  are 
made  available  for  this  purpose.  The  use  of  civil  works  funds  would 
result  in  no  increase  in  cost  to  the  Government,  would  reflect  the  fact 
that  deeper  channels  for  defense  purposes  also  benefit  commercial 
traffic,  and  would  reduce  administrative  actions  and  costs  associated 
with  the  required  transfer  of  funds. 

SECTION  118 

Public  Law  89-498  revived  and  reenacted  earlier  legislation  ap¬ 
proved  December  21,  1944,  authorizing  the  city  of  Clinton  Bridge 
Commission  to  construct  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  across  the 
Mississippi  River  at  or  near  Clinton,  Iowa.  Public  Law  89-498  ex¬ 
tended  the  original  authority,  under  which  the  Gateway  Bridge  has 
been  constructed  and  operated,  to  permit  the  construction  of  a  new 
bridge  near  the  site  of  the  present  Lyons-Fulton  Bridge,  which  was 
erected  in  1895  and  on  which  traffic  is  now  limited  to  two-axle,  four-tire 
vehicles.  The  Lyons-Fulton  Bridge,  owned  by  the  Commission,  was 
devastated  by  fire  in  1963  and  is  in  such  condition  that  its  use  is 
restricted  and  will  not  be  accepted  by  the  States  of  Illinois  and/or  Iowa. 
The  structure  must  be  replaced.  This  section  permits  construction  of 
the  needed  bridge,  which  wsould  be  financed  by  a  "construction  fund” 
derived  from  tolls  on  the  Gateway  Bridge  and  continued  restricted 
operation  of  the  Lyons-Fulton  Bridge  pending  completion  of  a  new 
structure. 

SECTION  119 

Navigation  surveys. — Authorizes  surveys  to  be  made  at  various 
localities  in  the  interest  of  navigation  and  allied  purposes. 

SECTION  120 

Title  identification. — This  section  identifies  title  I  of  the  bill  as  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1968. 
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Analysis  of  Title  II 

SECTION  201 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  provisions  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  which  have  been  in  effect  for  some  time,  and  provides  that 
project  authorization  shall  expire  if  local  cooperation  is  not  forth¬ 
coming  wihin  5  years  after  appropriate  notification. 

SECTION  202 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  present  procedure  of  sub¬ 
mitting  reports  to  the  interested  States  and  agencies  prior  to  submis¬ 
sion  to  Congress. 

SECTION  203 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  flood  control, 
hurricane  protection,  and  multiple-purpose  works  in  title  II.  The 
initial  table  lists  the  projects,  project  document  numbers,  and  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  costs.  Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project. 

FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Project 


Document  No.  Federal  cost 

of  new  work 


Alhambra  Creek,  Calif . . H.  Doc.  336,  90th... 

Aquilla  Reservoir,  Brazos  River,  Tex _  S.  Doc.  52,  90th _ 

Bear  Creek,  Colo.,  Wyo.,  and  Nebr__ . S.  Doc.  87,  90th _ 

Beaver  Brook  Reservoir,  Keene,  N.H . S.  Doc.  68,  90th _ 

Belle  Fountain  ditch,  Missouri,  and  drainage  d ristrict  No.  17,  Arkansas..  H.  Doc.  339,  90th... 

Big  Sioux  River,  Iowa  and  S.  Dak.. . S.  Doc.  94,  90th _ 

Cape  Fear  River  Basin,  N.C: 

Randleman  Reservoir.. . . H.  Doc.  343,  90th... 

Howards  Mill  Reservoir... _ H.  Doc.  343,  90th... 

Clear  Creek,  Tex . . H.  Doc.  351,  90th _ 

Crooked  Creek,  Harrison,  Ark . . S.  Doc.  28,  90th _ 

Cucamonga  Creek,  Calif . H.  Doc.  323,  90th... 

Dade  County,  Fla . .  H.  Doc.  335,  90th.. _ 

Delaware  coast . S.  Doc.  90,  90th _ 

Feather  River,  Chester,  Calif . . . H.  Doc.  314,  90th _ 

Hillsborough  Bay,  Fla . H.  Doc.  313,  90th. . . 

lao  Stream,  Wailuku,  Maui,  Hawaii.. _ H.  Doc.  151,  90th... 

Lake  Chicot,  Ark.. . . H.  Doc.  168,  90th. .. 

Licking  River  and  tributaries,  Ohio _ H.  Doc.  337,  90th... 

Little  Blue  River,  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Mo _  H.  Doc.  169,  90th... 

Little  Dell,  Salt  Lake  City  streams,  Utah _ _ S.  Doc.  53,  90th _ 

Lower  Charles  River,  Mass _ _ H.  Doc.  — ,  90th _ 

Mad  River,  Calif . H.  Doc.  — ,  90th _ 

Martin  County,  Fla _ _ _ _ _ _ _  S.  Doc. —  9oth . 

Mississippi  River  from  Cassville,  Wis.,  to  mile  300 . . H.  Doc. —  348.  90th 

Missouri  River  bank  stabilization,  North  Dakota . . . 

Navasota  River,  Tex _ _ _ _ _  H.  Doc.—  341.  90th 

Nishnabotna  River  and  tributaries,  Exira,  Iowa . . H.  Doc. —  142.  90th 

Norwalk  River  Basin,  Conn,  and  N.Y _ _ _ _ _ S.  Doc. —  51,  90th. _ 

Papillion  Creek  and  tributaries,  Nebraska . . . H.  Doc.—  349.  90th 

Park  River  Basin,  Conn. . . . . . S.  Doc. —  43.  90th.. 

Pascagoula  River-Tallahala  Creek,  Miss . . . . H.  Doc.—  143,  90th 

Pecan  Bayou,  Tex _ _ _ _ _ _ H.  Doc. —  350,  90th, 

Rappahannock  River,  Salem  Church  Reservoir,  Va. . S.  Doc. —  37,  90th. . 

St.  Francis  basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri. . . S.  Doc.—  11.  90th  . 

South  Branch  Wild  Rice  River  and  Felton  ditch,  Minnesota . . H.  Doc. —  98.  90th _ 

Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  Ky. .  H.  Doc.—  340,  90th 

State  Road  and  Ebner  Coulees,  Wis. . . . . . H.  Doc. - .  90th 

Sweetwater  River,  Calif . . . . . . H.  Doc. —  148,  90th. 

Tanana  River,  Fairbanks,  Alaska . S.  Doc. —  89.  90th. _ 

Texas  City  and  vicinity,  Texas . .  H.  Doc.—  187.  90th. 

Wabash  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Ohio.. . S.  Doc.— 96.  90th.. 

Water  resources,  central  and  southern  Florida. . . .  H.  Doc.  — ,  90th _ 


$8,  000, 000 
23,612,000 
32,314,100 
1,185,  000 
4,638,000 
2,750,000 

19,463,  000 
12, 460,000 
12.600, 000 
2,  840, 000 
26,  300,  000 
11,805, 000 

5,  584,  000 
940. 000 

9, 909,  000 
1,660,000 
15,  240, 000 
32, 953,  000 
38. 492,  000 
22, 664,  000 
18, 620,  000 
38, 600,  000 
(8, 072,  000) 
21,300, 000 
4,  040, 000 
55, 487,000 
2, 040, 000 
2, 700, 000 
26, 800,  000 
30,  300, 000 
16, 360, 000 
24,  861,000 
79, 500, 000 
0 

1,230, 000 
19, 800, 000 

6,  849, 000 
4, 900,  000 

111,700, 000 
10,990, 000 
37, 100, 000 
(58, 182,  000) 


Total  flood  control  (41  projects). 


798,  586, 000 
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Alhambra  Creek,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  336,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Alhambra  Creek  drains  an  area  of  about  16.5  square 
miles  and  discharges  into  Carquinez  Strait,  approximately  25  miles 
northeast  of  San  Francisco,  Calif.  The  project  is  located  at  Martinez, 
the  county  seat  of  Contra  Costa  County. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
July  1 ,  1958. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Martinez. 

Flood  problem. — Major  overflows  of  Alhambra  (  'reek  cause  consider¬ 
able  damage  to  residential,  commercial,  and  municipal  establishments 
in  the  city  of  Martinez. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  channel  improve¬ 
ments,  levees,  construction  of  rectangular  concrete  channels  and  a 
circular  concrete  diversion  conduit  on  Alhambra  Creek. 

Estimated  cost  ( June  1967  price  base) 

Federal _  $8,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  900,  000 

Total _  8,  900,  000 

Project  economics. — 

ANNUAL  CHARGES 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Interest  and  amortization... . 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements 


Total 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented -  $293,  000 

Land  enhancement -  79,  000 


Total _  372,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  Cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion;  accomplish  all  relocations  of  buildings, 
utilities,  bridges,  (except  railroad  bridges),  and  roads,  sewers,  and 
pipelines  and  other  alterations  which  may  be  required  for  construction 
of  the  project;  adjust  all  claims  concerning  water  rights;  prescribe 
and  enforce  regulations  designed  to  prevent  encroachment  of  any 
type  that  would  impair  the  flood  control  effectiveness  of  the  improved 
channels  and  existing  channels  intended  to  serve  as  interior  drainage 
features  of  the  project  and  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
equivalent  interior  drainage  facilities  if  interior  drainage  channels  are 
changed  by  local  interests.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness 
to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 


$270,000  $31,000  $301,000 

. . 9,000  9,000 

270,000  40,000  310,000 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureav  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  61  percent  of  flood  control  benfits  accrue  to  future  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  flood  plain  and  believes  that  nonstructural  measures  may 
be  feasible  to  assist  in  reducing  flood  damage  and  in  promoting  wise 
and  economic  use  of  the  flood  plain.  Since  it  is  the  responsibility  of 
local  interests  to  adopt  an  adequate  flood  management  program,  the 
Bureau  urges  the  corps  to  encourage  local  interests  to  take  necessary 
action  by  furnishing  technical  services  and  guidance.  The  Bureau 
also  recommends  that  project,  if  authorized,  be  reviewed  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction  to  determine  if  the  proposed  plan  should 
be  modified  at  that  time  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance 
between  structural  and  nonstructural  measures  in  reducing  flood 
damage  in  the  project  area,  considering  the  specific  guidelines  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  Executive  Order  11296.  Subject  to  consideration 
of  these  comments,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to 
submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
states  the  matters  raised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  be  reviewed 
carefully  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  prior  to  initiation  of  construction. 

Remarks. — The  city  of  Martinez  is  in  need  of  flood  protection  and 
the  recommended  project  is  a  sound  solution  to  the  serious  flood 
problem. 


Aquilla  Reservoir,  Brazos  River  Basin,  Tex. 

(S.  Doc.  52,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — -The  Aquilla  Creek  watershed  covers  an  area  of  about 
410  square  miles  of  generally  rolling  and  hilly  terrain  in  the  middle 
portion  of  the  Brazos  River  Basin  of  central  Texas  north  of  the  city 
of  Waco. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
August  12,  1954. 

Existing  Project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control 
structures  on  the  Aquilla  Creek  watershed.  There  are  several  Federal 
reservoirs  in  the  Brazos  River  Basin  of  which  Whitney  and  Waco 
Reservoirs  are  the  nearest. 

Flood  Problem. — Major  floods  originating  on  the  Aquilla  Creek 
watershed  cause  appreciable  damages  along  the  creek  and  augment 
flood  damages  along  the  main  stem  of  the  Brazos  River.  From  1939 
to  1962,  there  were  nine  floods  on  the  creek,  which  the  channel 
capacity  was  insufficient  to  contain. 

Recommended  Plan  of  Improvement. — Construction  of  a  multiple- 
purpose  reservoir  on  Aquilla  Creek  for  flood  control,  water  supply, 
recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  The  earth  dam  with  a 
maximum  height  of  about  97  feet  above  streambed  would  be  located 
at  about  mile  20.7. 
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Estimated  cost  ( Price  level  January  1965) 

Federal _ _ _ _ '  $23,  612,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ ' _ _ _  (2) 


Total _ _ _ _ _  23,612,000 

>  Net  cost  to  the  United  States,  $19,493,000. 

2  Repay  $3,386,000  for  water  supply  and  $733,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . __  . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

.  $823,000 

. . . .  60,000 

$60, 000 

$823, 000 
120, 000 

Total _ _ _ _ 

. .  883,000 

60, 000 

943, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  $725,  200 

Water  supply _  158,  000 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _ _ _ _ _  622,  900 


Total _  1,  506,  100 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — - 

Water  supply. — Obtain  rights  necessary  for  project  operation  for 
water  supply;  hold  and  save  free  from  damages  due  to  water  rights 
claims;  repay  cost  allocated  to  water  supply  storage,  estimated  to  be 
$3,386,000  and  $10,000  annually  for  operation  and  maintenance. 

Recreation. — Administer  project  lands  and  water  areas;  repay  one- 
half  separable  costs  estimated  at  $733,000;  operate,  maintain,  and 
replace  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  estimated  at  $50,000 
annually. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  re¬ 
quirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  preponderance  of  project  benefits  would  not  accrue 
until  the  last  half  of  the  100-year  period  of  analysis.  Therefore,  the 
Bureau  would  expect  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  review  the  timing  of 
initiation  of  the  project  prior  to  requesting  appropriations  for  construc¬ 
tion.  Subject  to  consideration  of  these  comments  the  Bureau  has  no 
objection  to  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — In  accordance  with  the 
comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will 
review  the  timing  of  initiation  of  the  project  prior  to  requesting  appro¬ 
priations  of  funds  for  constniction. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  multiple-purpose  reservoir  on  Aquilla 
Creek  wall  provide  a  high  degree  of  flood  protection  to  valuable  agri¬ 
cultural  lands  along  Aquilla  Creek,  reduces  flood  damages  on  the 
Brazos  River,  provides  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  and  a  dependable  future  source  of  water  supply  for  Hill, 
McLennan,  and  Falls  Counties  in  central  Texas. 
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Bear  Creek  Basin,  South  Platte  River  and  Tributaries, 
Colorado,  Wyoming,  and  Nebraska 

(S.  Doc.  87,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bear  Creek  is  a  left-bank  tributary  of  the  South  Platte 
River  near  Sheridan,  Colo.,  a  community  situated  adjacent  to  the  city 
of  Denver.  The  basin  drains  262  square  miles,  of  which  about  90 
percent  is  mountainous  terrain  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  range  lying 
southwest  of  Denver. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  June  14,  1956. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  or 
water  resources  improvements  in  the  Bear  Creek  Basin.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  dam  on  Cherry  Creek  and  the  Chatfield  Dam  under  con¬ 
struction  on  the  South  Platte  River  control  approximately  70  percent 
of  the  drainage  area  above  the  downstream  limits  of  Metropolitan 
Denver. 

Flood  problem. — The  typical  flood  of  the  basin  is  the  flash  flood 
ccurring  suddenly  from  intense  rainfall.  The  steep  terrain  produces 
rapid  concentration  of  runoff  and  high  velocity  flow.  High  velocities 
are  the  principal  cause  of  the  hazard  to  life  and  large  property  damage. 
Under  existing  economic  conditions,  the  average  annual  flood  damages 
are  estimated  at  $930,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  dam  and 
reservoir  on  Bear  Creek  about  8  miles  above  the  confluence  of  Bear 
Creek  with  the  South  Platte  River  would  provide  flood  protection 
for  Metropolitan  Denver  and  the  rural  reaches  of  the  South  Platte 
River  below  Denver  from  floods  originating  on  Bear  Creek.  The 
multiple-purpose  project  would  consist  of  an  earthfill  dam  143  feet 
high,  with  a  crest  length  of  about  4,000  feet.  The  recommended  project 
includes  lands  and  facilities  for  wildlife  management  and  recreation 
purposes. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1966 ) 

Federal _ _  1  $32,  314,  000 

Non-Fcderal _  303,  000 

Total _  32,  617,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  $1,608,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . . . 

Maintenance  operation  and  replacements.  . 

_  $1,166,000 

_  40, 000 

$22, 000 
195, 000 

$1,188, 000 
235,  000 

Total. . . . . . 

.  1,206,000 

217, 000 

1,423,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ $2,  412,  000 

Recreation _  625,  000 

F.  &  W.L.  enchancement _  190,  000 


Total _ _ _ _ _  3,227,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio.— 2.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Administer  land  and  water  areas  for  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  repay  one-half  of  the  separable 
cost  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $1,911,000;  bear  all  costs  of  annual  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands 
and  facilities,  presently  estimated  at  $195,000;  obtain  the  water 
required  for  initial  filling  and  replenishment  of  the  recreation  pool  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $303,000  for  initial  filling  and  $33,000  annually 
for  replenishment;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  water-rights  claims;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  flow-carrying 
capacity  of  the  Bear  Creek  Channel  below  the  reservoir  and  the  South 
Platte  River  Channel  below  the  confluence  of  Bear  Creek  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  provide  for  effective  reservoir  operation  in  the  interest 
of  flood  control;  adequately  inform  affected  interests,  at  least 
annually,  that  the  project  will  not  provide  complete  flood  protection; 
and  provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  preventing  unwise  and  un¬ 
economical  future  development  of  the  flood  plain  areas  by  encouraging 
prudent  use  of  floodproofing,  land  regulation  planning,  or  other  flood 
plain  management  techniques  to  reduce  future  flood  losses.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Colorado:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  noted  that  the 
scope  of  the  proposed  recreation  development  exceeds  considerably 
that  heretofore  proposed  in  connection  with  a  Federal  water  resources 
reservoir  project.  The  Bureau  believes  the  scope  of  the  recreation 
plans  for  the  existing  Soda  Lakes  and  Mount  Glennon  area  proposed 
for  authorization  as  an  integral  component  of  the  proposed  Mount 
Carbon  reservoir  project  goes  beyond  that  intended  in  the  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act.  in  view  of  the  above,  the  Bureau 
recommends  against  authorization  of  recreation  development  beyond 
that  normally  related  to  a  proposed  Federal  dam  and  reservoir.  The 
Bureau  further  noted  that  over  60  percent  of  the  total  annual  flood 
control  benefits  estimated  to  accrue  due  to  the  construction  of  this 
project  arise  from  protection  and  encouragement  of  future  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  flood  plain.  Therefore,  the  Bureau  believes  that  the 
project,  if  authorized,  should  be  reviewed  prior  to  the  initiation  of 
construction  to  determine  if  the  size  and  scope  of  the  proposed  plan 
should  be  modified  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  between 
structural  works,  flood  plain  regulation,  and  a  broad  flood  plain 
management  program.  Subject  to  consideration  of  these  comments, 
the  Bureau  advises  there  would  be  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
proposed  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.- — -The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  in  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  against  authorization 
of  recreation  deveopment  beyond  that  normally  related  to  a  proposed 
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Federal  dam  and  reservoir.  Also,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  review 
the  size  and  scope  of  the  proposed  project  during  the  preconstruction 
planning  stage  to  determine  the  most  reasonable  balance  between 
structural  works,  flood  plain  regulation,  and  a  broad  program  of 
flood  plain  management.  The  objective  of  this  review  is  to  avoid 
uneconomic,  hazardous,  or  unnecessary  development  of  the  area 
subject  to  flooding. 

Remarks. — The  magnitude  of  the  damage  potential  and  hazard  to 
life  in  the  Metropolitan  Denver  area  clearly  show  the  proposed 
improvement  to  be  urgently  needed.  Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation  will  be  benefited  to  a  high  degree  by  this  project. 

Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Keene,  N.H. 

(S.  Doc.  68,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — -In  southeastern  New  Hampshire  on  Beaver  Brook,  a 
small  tributary  to  Ashuelot  River,  in  the  vicinity  of  Keene. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
October  3,  1960. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control 
projects  within  the  Beaver  Brook  watershed. 

Flood  problem. — -Beaver  Brook  flows  right  through  the  city  of 
Keene  and  flooding  has  been  experienced  since  colonial  times.  In 
spite  of  the  continual  flood  threat,  urban  and  industrial  development 
has  almost  entirely  saturated  the  flood  plain  and  a  recurrence  of  the 
maximum  flood  of  record  would  now  cause  damages  of  almost  $2 
million  in  Keene.  In  addition  to  the  flood  problem,  there  is  a  growing 
demand  for  public  water-based  recreation  and  a  future  need  for  water 
supply  indicated. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement;  advance  land  acquisition  for  the  project  following 
authorization;  participation  in  the  construction  or  reconstruction 
of  transportation  and  utility  facilities  in  advance  of  project  con¬ 
struction. 

Estimated  Cost  ( price  level  of  1966 ) 

Federal _  1  $1,  185,  000 

Non-Federal _ ; _  2  192,  000 

Total _  1,  377,  000 

1  Includes  non-Federal  reimbursements  of  $314,000  for  water  supply  and  $51,500  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement. 

a  Non-Federal  cost  for  lands  and  relocations  allocated  to  flood  control. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . .  $26,800  $18,300  $45,100 

Maintenance  operation  and  replacement . . .  1,700  10,900  12,600 


Total 


28,  500 


29, 200 


57,700 


69 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ $113,600 

Water  supply _ _ _ _  20,  100 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement _  32,  000 


Total _  165,  700 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works;  protect  downstream  channels 
from  encroachments  which  would  adversely  affect  reservoir  operation; 
exercise  to  the  extent  of  their  legal  capability  control  against  removal 
of  water  from  the  watershed  which  would  affect  the  water  supply 
storage  and  dependable  stream  regulations;  obtain  necessary  water 
rights,  resolve  any  conflicts  regarding  water  rights,  and  use  water  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  Federal  and  State  laws;  in  accordance  with  the 
Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  repay  all  costs  allocated  to 
water  supply,  presently  estimated  at  $314,000  for  construction  and 
$1,800  annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements;  in 
accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act:  (a)  ad¬ 
minister  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  enhancement;  (6)  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be 
through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  construction 
costs  allocated  to  these  functions,  presently  estimated  at  $51,500;  and 
(c)  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance  and  replacement  of  lands 
and  facilities  needed  for  these  functions,  presently  estimated  at  $5,400 
annually;  contribute  13.9  percent  of  total  project  costs,  representing 
the  cost  of  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way  and  relocations  allocated  to 
flood  control,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $192,000,  either  in 
cash  or  in  kind,  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance  and  re¬ 
placements  for  flood  control,  estimated  at  $3,700  annually.  Local  in¬ 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  provide  the  required  as¬ 
surance  of  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — - 

Department!  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for  this 
project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a  draft  bill 
to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would  apply. 
He  states  that,  "In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  project  wil  lgive  the  city  of  Keene,  N.H.,  flood  pro¬ 
tection  and  much  needed  water  supply  and  water-based  recreation. 
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Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  Tributaries,  Missouri  and  Drainage 
District  No.  17,  Mississippi  County,  Ark. 

(H.  Doc.  339,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  Drainage  District  No.  17 
are  located  within  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin  in  southeastern  Missouri 
and  northeastern  Arkansas.  Belle  Fountain  Ditch  drains  an  area  of 
about  267  square  miles  in  Pemiscot  and  Dunklin  Counties  in  Missouri 
and  Drainage  District  No.  17  has  a  drainage  area  of  about  333  square 
miles  in  Mississippi  County,  Ark. 

Authority. — House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Public  Works 
resolution  adopted  June  7,  1961. 

Existing  project. — All  of  the  Federal  improvements  located  partially 
or  entirely  within  the  Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  Drainage  District 
No.  17  drainage  areas  are  modifications  of  the  Mississippi  River  and 
tributaries  project.  These  improvements  consist  of  the  following:  Elk 
Chute  levee,  Eiig  Lake  FloodAvay,  Ditches  Nos.  21A  and  21B,  closure 
levee  for  Belle  Fountain  and  State  Line  ditches,  Elk  Chute  ditch, 
Outlet  ditch,  floodway  channel  below  Big  Lake,  Cockle  Burr  Slough- 
Buffalo  Creek  channel  improvement,  and  Ditch  No.  1.  All  of  the  im¬ 
provements  have  been  completed  except  for  the  last  two  which  have 
not  been  started.  In  addition,  over  the  years,  local  interests  have 
constructed  a  variety  of  flood  control  improvements. 

Flood  problem. — Inadequate  channel  capacities  in  the  Belle  Fountain 
ditch  and  the  other  major  tributaries  results  in  flooding  along  the 
intensely  farmed  flood  plains  and  causes  considerable  damage  to  crops 
and  farm  improvements.  In  addition,  streets,  homes,  and  improve¬ 
ments  in  Blytheville  and  Blytlieville  Air  Force  Base,  Ark.,  are  also 
damaged  during  major  floods. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Enlargement  of  66  miles  of 
existing  channels  in  the  Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and  tributary  area  and 
the  cleanout  and  enlargement  of  35  miles  of  existing  channel  and 
installation  of  a  700  cubic  feet  per  second  pumping  station  in  Drainage 
District  No.  17. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  September  1967 ) 

Federal _  $4,  638,  000 

Non-Federal _ 


Total _  4,  638,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortiz.tion _  . . 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

. . .  $165,900  _ 

_  40,000  . . . 

$165,900 
40,  500 

Total . . . . . . . 

206.400  _ 

206. 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  $627,  900 

Area  redevelopment _  26,  000 


Total _  653,  900 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.2. 

Local  cooperation. — The  recommended  project  would  be  a  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  project,  accordingly,  local 
interests  would  be  required  to  maintain  all  levees  in  conformance  with 
the  amendment  contained  in  section  10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1946.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  strongly 
endorses  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the 
cost-sharing  policy  for  local  flood  control  improvements  which  is 
followed  elsewhere  in  the  United  States  also  be  applied  to  new 
authorizations  for  such  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin. 
Subject  to  consideration  of  the  above,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  believes  that 
the  cost-sharing  policy  for  local  flood  control  improvements  which  is 
followed  elsewhere  in  the  United  States  should  also  be  applied  to  new 
authorizations  for  such  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin. 
Accordingly,  the  Secretary  recommends  that  local  interests  be  re¬ 
quired  to  bear  the  cost  of  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way,  reloca¬ 
tions  and  maintenance,  as  customarily  prescribed  for  local  flood 
control  improvements  elsewhere.  Authorization  on  this  basis  would 
decrease  the  initial  Federal  cost  by  $1,692,000  and  the  annual  cost  of 
maintenance  by  $40,500. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  will  provide  urgently  needed 
flood  protection  for  a  large  agricultural  area  and  improve  drainage 
conditions.  It  is  a  worthwhile  modification  of  the  lower  Mississippi 
River  project. 

Big  Sioux  River,  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  and  North  Sioux  City, 

S.  Dak. 

(S.  Doc.  94,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  study  is  concerned  with  the  lower  5.5  miles  of  the 
Big  Sioux  River  which  forms  the  boundary  between  Sioux  City, 
Iowa,  and  North  Sioux  City,  S.  Dak.  The  study  area  is  bounded  on 
the  east  by  high  bluffs  and  on  the  west  by  the  wide  flat  valley  of  the 
Missouri  River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
September  10,  1962. 

Existing  projects. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  works 
on  the  lower  5.5  miles  of  the  Big  Sioux  River.  A  plan  of  improvement 
for  the  lower  30  miles  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  was  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1965.  However,  the  plan  is  not  adequate  under 
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'Current  conditions.  A  commercial  navigation  harbor  project  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  was  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1946.  Presently,  the  need  for  such  harbor  no  longer  exists. 
Local  flood  protection  projects  have  been  constructed  in  the  upstream 
portion  of  the  basin  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service.  State  and  local  interests  have  also  undertaken  measures 
to  improve  recreation  and  fishing  and  control  bank  erosion  of  various 
locations  throughout  the  basin. 

Flood  'problem. — Major  floods  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  Big  Sioux 
River  basin  are  caused  by  snowmelt  runoff.  Recent  spring  floods  in  the 
study  area  occurred  in  1960,  1962,  and  1965  and  caused  approximately 
$2  million  in  damages  to  highway  bridges,  and  other  utilities  and  to 
residential  and  commercial  properties.  The  extent  of  flood  and  erosion 
damages  and  the  potential  threat  to  life  can  be  expected  to  increase  as 
development  continues. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Channel  straightening  and 
enlargement  of  the  existing  Big  Sioux  River  with  related  bank  sta¬ 
bilization  measures  in  the  4  mile  upstream  reach  and  construction  of  a 
new  1.5  mile  cutoff  channel  to  the  Missouri  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( Price  level  of  December  1966) 

Federal _  $2,  750,  000 

Noil-Federal _ _  160,  000 

Total _  2,  910,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  _  _ 

Operation  and  maintenance _  _  ..  ..  ... 

. .  $109,400 

$6, 400 

29, 200 

$115,  800 
29,200 

Total.  ...  . . . 

_  109,400 

35,600 

145,  000 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  control _  1  $182,  000 

1  Includes  $73,000  of  flood-induced  erosion  benefits. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  completion; 
prevent  obstruction  or  encroachment  that  would  reduce  the  flood¬ 
carrying  capacity  of  the  improved  channel;  provide  without  cost  all 
required  relocations  or  alterations  of  roads,  buildings  and  utilities; 
annually  inform  affected  interests  that  complete  flood  protection  is 
not  provided;  and  provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  preventing  un¬ 
wise  and  uneconomical  future  development  of  the  flood  plain  area. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these 
requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks:  The  Sioux  City  area  has  a  long  history  of  floods  and  further 
developments  indicate  a  likelihood  of  increasing  flood  damage  po¬ 
tential.  The  proposed  project  is  soundly  conceived  and  well  coordinated 
with  other  water  resource  developments  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and  local  interests. 

However,  the  committee  is  distressed  with  the  lack  of  coordination 
between  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota  relating  to  agreements 
on  a  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  plan  as  well  as  a  flood  control  plan 
for  the  reach  of  the  river  above  Sioux  City.  The  committee  feels  that 
sufficient  time  has  elapsed  since  the  original  project  was  authorized 
in  1965  for  local  interests  to  reach  accord  on  this  problem,  and  that 
negotiations  to  resolve  the  differences  should  proceed  without  further 
delay.  Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  finally  resolve  this 
matter. 

Cape  Fear  River  Basin,  N.C.,  Randleman  and  Howards 

Mill  Projects 

(H.  Doc.  343,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Deep  River,  in  central  North  Carolina,  a  headwater 
stream  of  the  Cape  Fear  River. 

Authority. — An  item  in  Public  Law  88-253,  approved  December  30, 
1963. 

Existing  project. — None  in  this  part  of  the  Cape  Fear  River  Basin. 
The  New  Hope  Reservoir  on  Haw  River,  a  headwater  stream  of  the 
Cape  Fear  River,  is  under  construction. 

Problem. — Floods  occur  in  the  Cape  Fear  River  Basin  during  all 
seasons.  Average  annual  estimated  damage  is  $883,000,  of  which  17 
percent  occurs  along  Deep  River.  There  also  is  a  need  for  storage  of 
water  supply,  for  water  quality  control,  and  for  recreation. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  dam  and  reservoir  at  the 
Randleman  and  Howards  Mill  sites. 


ESTIMATED  COST  (1966  PRICE  LEVEL) 


Randleman 

Howards  Mill 

Total 

Dam  and 

Dam  and 

project 

Reservoir 

Reservoir 

Federal . . . 

Non-Federal . . 

. . . .  i  $19,463,000 

2  $12, 460, 000 

$31,923, 000 

Total . . . 

.  19,463,000 

12, 460, 000 

31, 923, 000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  U.S.  amounts  currently  estimated  at  $3,448,000  for  water  supply  and  $3,402,000 
for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

2  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  U.S.  amount  currently  estimated  at  $1,315,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement. 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Randleman  Dam  and  Reservoir: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement.. . . . . . 

$606, 000 
40, 000 

0 

$161,000 

$606, 000 
201,000 

Total - - - - - 

646, 000 

161,000 

807, 000 

Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . . . 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement . 

432, 000 
45,  000 

0 

95,  000 

432, 000 
140, 000 

Total . . . . . 

477, 000 

95,  000 

572,000 

Total  project: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . 

1,038,  000 
85,  000 

0 

256, 000 

1,  038,  000 
341,000 

Total . . . 

1, 123, 000 

256, 000 

1,379, 000 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 

Randleman 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Howards  Mill 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Total 

project 

Flood  control . . . . . . 

Water  supply . . . . . . 

Water  quality  control. . . . 

Recreation  and  F.  &  W.l _ _ _ 

$201,000 
157,000 
175, 000 
729, 000 

$335, 000 

518, 000 

$536, 000 
157,  000 
175,000 
1, 247, 000 

Total . . . . . 

1,262, 000 

853, 000 

2,115,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 

Randleman  Dam  and  Reservoir. — 1.6. 

Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay  one-half  of  the 
separable  cost  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement, 
estimated  at  $1,610,000  for  Randleman  Dam  and  Reservoir  and 
$1,315,000  for  Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir;  bear  all  costs  of 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  estimated  at  $98,000  annually  for  the 
Randleman  site  and  $95,000  for  the  Howards  Mill  site;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  resulting  from  construction  and 
operation  of  the  project;  and  prevent  encroachment  on  downstream 
channels.  For  the  Randleman  site  pay  all  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply,  estimated  at  $1,429,000  for  construction  and  $10,000  annually 
for  operation,  maintenance  and  major  replacements;  pay  all  construc¬ 
tion  costs  of  the  sewer-interceptor  system  allocated  to  water  supply, 
estimated  at  $2,019,000,  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacements  estimated  at  $19,000  annually;  pay  one-half  the 
construction  cost  of  the  sewer-interceptor  system  allocated  to  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  estimated  at  $1,792,000  and 
bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements,  estimated 
at  $34,000  annually;  undertake  all  practical  measures  to  control 
stream  pollution;  exercise  legal  capability  control  against  removal  of 
stream  flow;  provided  that  Federal  participation  required  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  water  quality  shall  not  be  a  substitute  for  responsibility  of 
local  interests  to  provide  adequate  treatment.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 


Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  would  expect  the 
Chief  of  Engineei's  to  reexamine  the  cost  allocation  prior  to  construc¬ 
tion  to  insure  that  the  project  conforms  to  existing  policy. 

Remarks. — These  projects  would  provide  flood  control,  water  sup¬ 
ply,  water  quality  control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment  to  meet  the  needs  of  a  large  and  important  area.  They  would  be 
important  elements  in  the  overall  development  of  the  water  resources 
of  the  Cape  Fear  River  Basin. 

Clear  Creek,  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  351,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Clear  Creek  and  its  tributaries  drain  an  area  of  about 
250  square  miles  in  the  coastal  area  of  Texas  extending  from  the 
southern  portion  of  the  city  of  Houston  to  the  west  side  of  Galveston 

Bay. 

Authority. — Section  209  of  the  Food  Control  Act  approved  October 
23,  1962. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  flood 
control  projects  on  Clear  Creek.  Local  drainage  districts  and  other 
local  agencies  have  constructed  flood  and  drainage  improvements  on 
Clear  Creek  and  major  tributaries.  An  existing  Federal  shallow  draft 
navigation  project  in  the  lower  reaches  of  Clear  Creek  and  Clear  Lake, 
is  compatible  with  the  proposed  project. 

Flood  problem. — The  existing  flood  control  improvements  do  not 
afford  the  degree  of  protection  that  should  be  provided  for  the  rapidly 
growing  residential  and  commercial  developments  occurring  adjacent 
to  Clear  Creek.  It  is  estimated  that  $5  million  in  damages  would 
result  from  the  occurrence  of  a  standard  project  flood  under  existing 
conditions  of  development.  Based  on  the  accelerated  growth  rate,  the 
flood  damage  potential  can  be  expected  to  increase  markedly  in  future 
years. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  proposed  project  would 
provide  for  enlargement  and  rectification  of  31  miles  of  Clear  Creek 
channel  upstream  of  Clear  Lake  to  Houston.  The  improved  channel 
will  have  bottom  widths  varying  from  200  feet  at  the  lower  end  to 
76  feet  in  the  upper  reaches  and  will  provide  protection  against  a 
100-year  flood. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1967 ) 

Federal _  $12,  600,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  300,  000 


Total 


18,  900,  000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... . 

Maintenance . . 

$454,600 

$227, 400 
60,000 

$682, 000 
60, 000 

Total . 

. . .  454,600 

287, 400 

742, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damage  prevention _ $1,  944,  000 

Land  enhancement _  183,  000 

Total _ _ _  2,  127,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and 
operate  all  works  after  completion;  prevent  obstruction  or  encroach¬ 
ment  that  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved 
channel;  provide  without  cost  all  required  relocations  or  alterations 
of  roads,  buildings,  bridges  (except  railroad  bridges),  and  various 
utilities;  annually  inform  all  interested  parties  that  the  project  will 
provide  protection  up  to  the  100-year  flood  but  will  not  provide 
protection  from  hurricane  or  storm  tide  flooding;  coordinate  appro¬ 
priate  local  agencies  to  provide  and  maintain  adequate  lateral  channels 
and  drains  without  cost  to  the  United  States;  and  provide  guidance 
and  leadership  in  wise  flood  plain  management.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that  over 
70  percent  of  the  total  annual  benefits  arise  from  protection  and 
encouragement  of  future  development  in  the  flood  plain.  The  Bureau 
states  this  provides  an  opportunity  to  pursue  nonstructural  measures 
to  reduce  flood-plain  damage  and  promote  wise  and  economic  use 
of  the  flood  plain.  The  Bureau  concurs  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Army’s 
recommendation  that  the  project  should  be  reviewed  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction  to  determine  if  the  size  and  scope  of  the  proposed 
plan  should  be  modified  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance 
between  structural  works,  flood-plain  regulation  and  a  broad  flood- 
plain  management  program.  The  Bureau  urges  the  corps  to  further 
encourage  the  State  and  other  local  governmental  units  to  develop 
a  flood-plain  management  program  through  providing  technical 
services  and  guidance.  Subject  to  consideration  of  the  above,  the 
Bureau  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Bemarks: — The  proposed  works  will  provide  protection  for  rapidly 
growing  residential  and  commercial  developments  in  an  expanding 
metropolitan  area  near  Houston  where  control  is  needed  for  storm 
runoff.  Thi  improvement  is  compatible  with  an  existing  shallow- 
draft  navigation  project  serving  the  area. 


Crooked  Creek,  Vicinity,  Harrison,  Ark. 

(S.  Doc.  28,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Crooked  Creek  is  a  right-bank  tributary  of  the  White 
River  in  north-central  Arkansas.  The  stream  rises  in  the  northwest 
part  of  Newton  County  and  flows  northward  to  Harrison  in  Boone 
County,  thence  eastward  about  76  miles  to  the  White  River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
May  16,  1961. 

Existing  project. — There  has  been  no  Federal  project  constructed  on 
Crooked  Creek.  A  Soil  Conservation  Service  work  plan  has  been 
approved  by  the  Committees  on  Agriculture  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House.  This  plan  includes  land  treatment  measures  and  22  floodwater 
retarding  structures.  Three  of  the  22  structures  would  be  deleted  if 
the  corps  multiple-pupose  project  is  authorized.  Subsequent  to  a 
disastrous  flood  in  1961  local  interests  completed  an  urban  renewal 
project  which  included  a  levee  and  floodwall  along  Crooked  and  Dry 
Jordan  Creeks. 

Flood  problems. — Minor  flooding  from  Crooked  Creek  occurs  at 
Harrison  and  vicinity  on  the  average  of  three  to  four  times  a  year 
under  present  conditions,  and  major  floods  occur  about  once  every  4 
years.  The  most  disastrous  flood  occurred  on  May  7,  1961,  with  an 
estimated  peak  flow  of  54,000  cubic  feet,  per  second  near  the  down¬ 
stream  city  limits  of  Harrison.  The  flood  caused  the  loss  of  four  lives 
and  damages  of  $5,278,000  in  the  city  and  $66,000  in  the  rural  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  on  East  Fork  of 
Crooked  Creek  and  for  raising  the  existing,  locally  constructed,  levee 
and  floodwall  within  the  city  of  Harrison. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  March  1965 ) 

Federal _ 1  $2,  840,  000 

Non-Federal _  20,  000 


Total _  2,  860,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  an  estimated  $1,533,000  for  water  supply  and  a  portion  of  the  reservoir 
costs  allocated  to  flood  control,  presently  estimated  at  $251,000.  The  net  cost  to  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  an  estimated  $1,056,000; 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .  $93,000  $700  $93,700 

Maintenance  and  operation .  21,300  21,300 


Total 


93,000  22,000  115,000 


Annual  benefits: 


Flood  control _ $51,  680 

Water  supply _  95,  000 

Recreation _  4,  500 


Total _  151,  180 


96-701—68 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation.— For  the  reservoir:  reimburse  the  United  States 
for  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  storage  currently  estimated  at 
$1,533,000;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all  water  rights 
claims  resulting  from  construction;  prior  to  construction  either  reim¬ 
burse  or  enter  into  a  contract  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  the 
cost  of  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations  allocated  to 
flood  control,  presently  estimated  at  $251,000;  maintain  and  operate 
the  reservoir  for  all  purposes  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  For  the  levee  and  floodwall:  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of- 
way;  accomplish  all  relocations  and  alterations  made  necessary  by  the 
construction  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the 
works  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army;  prevent  encroachment  on  existing  and  improved  channels 
of  Crooked  Creek  and  Dry  Jordan  Creek  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
city;  and  provide,  if  necessary,  a  ponding  area  or  pumping  capacity  at 
the  intersection  of  the  levees  along  the  left  bank  of  Crooked  Creek  and 
the  right  bank  of  Dry  Jordan  Creek  to  prevent  flooding  from  interior 
runoff.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  —Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you 
a  draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s 
instructions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project 
as  unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  recommended  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir 
on  the  East  Fork  of  Crooked  Creek  together  with  local  protection 
works  within  the  city  of  Harrison  would  prevent  the  recurrence  of  the 
disastrous  flood  of  1961  which  caused  the  loss  of  four  lives  and  dam¬ 
ages  exceeding  $5  million.  The  project  will  also  provide  a  dependable 
source  of  high-quality  water  for  the  city  of  Harrison. 

Cucamonga  Creek,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  323,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Cucamonga  Creek  Basin  comprises  a  drainage  area 
of  82  square  miles  in  the  northwestern  part  of  the  Santa  Ana  River 
Basin  in  San  Bernardino  and  Riverside  Counties,  Calif.,  approximately 
40  miles  east  of  Los  Angeles. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  February  24,  1960. 
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Existing  projects. — Local  interests  have  constructed  some  partial 
protection  works.  There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control  in  Cucamonga  Creek  Basin.  However,  runoff  from  the 
basin  flows  into  Prado  Reservoir  which  was  constructed  by  the  Crops 
of  Engineers  in  1941. 

Flood  problem. — Because  of  inadequate  channel  capacities  and  bridge 
openings,  floodwaters  are  causing  recurring  damages.  The  flood 
damage  potential  has  increased  greatly  with  the  increase  in  population 
and  urban  development  that  is  taking  place. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Debris  collection  basins  and  a 
diversion  levee  in  the  headwaters,  with  a  system  of  rectangular 
channels  aggregating  25  miles  in  length. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1965 ) 

Federal _  $26,  300,  000 

Non-Federal _  8,  200,  000 

Total _  34,  500,  000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annua!  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

.  $862, 000 

$370, 000 

83, 000 

$1,232,000 
83,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

. .  0 

Total . 

. .  862,000 

453,000 

1,315,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  $2,  104,  000 

Decrease  in  maintenance  cost _  26,  000 

Total _  2,  130,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way. 
Perform  all  necessary  alteration  and  modifications  of  highways,  roads, 
streets,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  drainage  facilities.  Deposit 
funds  with  the  United  States  to  cover  the  cost  of  constructing  outlets 
from  the  proposed  channels  to  permit  diversion  of  stream  flows  to 
spreading  grounds  for  percolation  into  underground  basins.  Hold  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  of  the  works  and 
from  damages  arising  from  any  water-rights  claims.  Operate  and 
maintain  the  works  after  completion  including  removal  of  debris  to 
maintain  adequate  storage  capacities  in  the  debris  basins.  Prevent  any 
encroachment  that  would  reduce  the  flood  carrying  capacities  of  the 
channels  or  that  would  reduce  the  debris  storage  capacities  of  the 
debris  basins.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  78  percent  of  flood  control  benefits  accrue  to  future  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  flood  plain  and  believes  that  both  structural  measures 
and  flood  plain  management  will  be  necessary.  Since  it  is  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  local  interests  to  adopt  an  adequate  flood  plain  management 
program,  the  Bureau  urges  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  encourage  local 
interests  to  take  necessary  action  by  furnishing  technical  services 
and  guidance.  The  Bureau  also  recommends  that  the  economics  be 
reevaluated  during  preconstruction  planning  so  that  specific  guidelines 
established  by  the  Federal  agencies  for  implementing  Executive  Order 
11296  can  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  projection  of  future 
developments.  Subject  to  consideration  of  these  comments  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to 
Congress. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
states  that  during  preconstruction  planning,  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
will  review  the  size  and  scope  of  the  project  and  modify  the  plan  as 
needed  to  achieve  the  most  reasonable  balance  between  structural 
works,  flood  plain  regulation  mentioned  in  the  State’s  letter  as  a 
requirement  of  the  State  water  code,  and  a  broad  program  of  flood 
plain  management.  The  objective  of  the  review  is  to  avoid  uneconomic, 
hazardous  or  unnecessary  further  development  in  the  flood  plain. 

Remarks. — The  Cucamonga  Creek  Basin  has  a  long  history  of  floods 
and  conditions  indicate  a  likelihood  of  increasing  flood  damage 
potential  due  to  increasing  population  and  urban  development.  The 
proposed  project  is  soundly  conceived  and  well  coordinated  with  other 
developments  of  the  area. 

Dade  County,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  335,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  shoreline  under  study  consists  of  about  14.5  miles 
of  the  Atlantic  coast  of  Dade  County  north  of  Government  Cut,  and 
includes  Miami  Beach  and  a  number  of  smaller  coastal  communities. 

Authority.- — Authority  for  the  study  is  contained  in  section  2  of 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3,  1930,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented;  and  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  'project. — -There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  beach 
erosion  control  or  hurricane  protection. 

Erosion  and  hurricane  problem. — Recession  of  the  shore  is  causing 
loss  of  valuable  beaches  and  property,  and  is  placing  seawalls  and  other 
structures  under  direct  wave  attack.  Many  of  the  most  intense  hurri¬ 
canes  of  record  have  passed  over  or  near  the  study  area.  Hurricane 
tides  and  waves  generated  in  the  ocean  and  in  Biscayne  Bay  in  past 
hurricanes  have  caused  major  tidal  flooding  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  recommended  plan  of  im¬ 
provement  provides  for  construction  of  a  protective  beach  and  dune 
and  periodic  nourishment  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane 
protection  between  Government  Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet,  a 
protective  beach  and  periodic  nourishment  at  Haulover  Beach  Park. 
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ESTIMATED  COST  (PRICE  LEVEL  OF  1964) 


Government 
cut  to 

Bakers 

Haulover 

Inlet 

Haulover 

Beach 

Park 

Total 

Federal . . . 

Non-Federal . . . 

.  $11  262,000 
.  17,  338,  000 

$543, 000 
337, 000 

>  $11,805,000 
i  17,675,000 

Total . . . 

.  28,600,000 

880, 000 

29, 480, 000 

1  Federal  cost  could  increase  to  $17,701,000  and  non-Federal  cost  decrease  to  $11,779,000  with  the  establishment  of 
public  ownership  and  use  of  all  beaches  in  the  recommended  project. 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS  (BASED  ON  PRESENT  OWNERSHIP) 

Federal  Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

Maintenance.  . . 

Periodic  nourishment . .  . . . 

$471, 000 

0 

79, 000 

$703, 000 
17,  000 
392, 000 

$1,  174, 000 
17,  000 
471,000 

Total . . . . 

550, 000 

1,112,000 

1,662,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  $740,  000 

Prevention  of  loss  of  land _  470,  000 

llecreational  use  of  beaches _  3,  240,  000 

Total _  4,  450,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  for  the  first  costs  of  the  work 
between  Government  Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet:  Amounts 
ranging  from  60.2  percent  with  existing  shorefront  ownership,  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $17,005,000,  to  39.3  percent,  with  public  shore-front 
ownership,  presently  estimated  at  $11,109,000;  100  percent  of  the  cost 
required  for  filling  landward  of  the  project  limit,  presently  estimated  at 
$1,050,000;  and  for  the  work  at  Haulover  Beach  Park,  contribute 
21.3  percent  of  the  first  cost,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at 
$147,000;  contribute  in  cash  for  the  first  10  years  of  project  life, 
amounts  ranging  from  88.9  percent  of  the  nourishment  cost  for  the 
beach,  with  existing  ownership,  to  60.7  percent  with  public  ownership, 
aud  the  entire  maintenance  cost  for  the  dune,  all  between  Government 
Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet,  now  estimated  at  from  $378,000  to 
$258,000  and  $17,000  annually,  respectively,  and  final  apportionment 
of  costs  to  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  actual  costs,  and  shore  owner¬ 
ship  and  use  at  the  time  of  construction;  and  30  percent  of  the  nourish¬ 
ment  cost  for  Haulover  Beach  Park,  now  estimated  at  $14,000  an¬ 
nually,  such  contribution  to  be  prior  to  each  nourishment  operation; 
provide  at  their  own  expense  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  rights-of- 
way,  and  relocations  required  for  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  project,  now  estimated  at  $190,000  for  the  com¬ 
bined  beach  erosion  control-hurricane  protection  project  between 
Government  Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet,  and  $10,000  for  the 
beach  erosion  control  project  at  Haulover  Beach  Park;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  claims  for  damages  that  may  result  from 
construction  or  maintenance  of  the  improvement;  assure  continued 
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public  ownership  and  use  of  the  shore  upon  which  the  amount  of 
Federal  participation  is  based,  and  its  administration  for  public  use 
during  the  economic  life  of  the  project;  assure  maintenance  of  the 
groin,  and  after  the  first  10  years  of  project  life,  periodic  nourishment 
of  the  protective  beach  and  maintenance  of  the  dune  during  the 
economic  life  of  the  project,  as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended 
purpose;  assure  that  water  pollution  that  would  endanger  the  health 
of  bathers  will  not  be  permitted;  prevent  removal  or  relocation  by 
man  of  fill  from  the  beach  berm  and  dune,  thereby  insuring  proper 
dimensions  and  elevations  as  called  for  by  the  plan  of  improvement; 
prevent  the  erection  of  barriers  to  the  littoral  movement  of  material 
that  would  interfere  with  the  nourishment  of  the  beach;  maintain 
throughout  the  project  life,  at  the  parks  qualifying  for  70  percent 
Federal  participation,  a  zone  that  excludes  permanent  human  habita¬ 
tion  and  areas  that  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  recreational  beaches, 
that  satisfy  criteria  for  conservation  sufficient  distance  to  protect  the 
uplands  from  damage,  and  that  provide  essentially  full  park  facilities 
for  public  use,  all  of  which  shall  meet  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers;  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that  the  project 
will  not  provide  complete  protection  from  a  hurricane  tide  level  equal 
to  or  higher  in  elevation  than  that  of  the  hurricane  of  September  1926 
and  will  not  reduce  flooding  resulting  from  tides  generated  in  the  bay; 
and  establish  in  public  ownership  for  public  use.  Local  interests  are 
willing  and  able  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comment  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes 
that  the  preponderance  of  benefits  estimated  for  the  proposed  project 
between  Government  Cut  and  Bakers  Haulover  Inlet  would  accrue 
on  the  basis  of  existing  shorefront  ownership,  to  beaches  presently  in 
public  ownership  and  use.  As  a  result,  it  believes  the  economic  justifi¬ 
cation  for  the  proposed  improvements  along  shorefront  presently  in 
private  ownership  is  questionable.  The  Bureau  states  that  assurances 
of  public  access  and  use  of  these  beaches  would  provide  opportunity 
for  dispersion  of  projected  recreational  use  along  the  entire  length  of 
the  project  and  opportunity  for  possibly  even  greater  recreational  use 
than  estimated  in  the  report.  Further,  it  agrees  fully  with  the  views 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  is  is  important  to  insure  that  the 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds  for  this  project  will  result  in  commen¬ 
surate  public  benefit. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  therefore,  concurs  in  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  project  authorization  pro¬ 
vide  that,  prior  to  construction,  local  interests  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  establish  and 
continue  public  use  of  all  of  the  new  beach  fill  seaward  of  the  landward 
limit  of  the  project  together  with  acceptable  access  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  necessary  for  public  use. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretaiy  of  the  Army 
believes  that  it  is  important  to  insure  that  adequate  public  benefit 
will  result  from  the  Federal  expenditure.  He  recommends,  therefore, 
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that  the  projects  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane  protection 
be  authorized  in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report:  Provided 
that,  in  addition  thereto,  prior  to  construction,  local  interests  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will 
establish  and  continue  public  use  of  all  of  the  new  beach  fill  seaward 
of  the  landward  limit  of  the  project. 

Bern, arks. — Authorization  of  the  proposed  plan  for  hurricane  pro¬ 
tection  and  beach  erosion  control  for  prevention  of  loss  of  valuable 
beaches  and  property  in  the  Miami  Beach  area,  is  highly  desirable. 

Delaware  Coast 
(S.  Doc.  90,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Atlantic  Ocean  shore  of  Delaware,  Cape  Henlopen  south 
to  Fenwick  Island  (Delaware-M  ary  land  line). 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  approved 
January  7,  1963. 

Existing  project. — Federal  beach  restoration  and  nourishment  proj¬ 
ect  from  Rehoboth  Beach  to  Indian  River  Inlet,  plus  various  naviga¬ 
tion  improvements.  Recommended  project  will  be  in  lieu  of  existing 
beach  restoration  project. 

Problem. — Severe  erosion  occurs  throughout  the  study  area,  endan¬ 
gering  existing  shore  developments.  This  erosion  is  the  result  of  normal 
erosion  processes  plus  the  effect  of  hurricanes  and  other  storms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Beach  widening;  dune,  bulk¬ 
head,  stone  revetment,  and  sand  fence  construction;  planting  dune 
grass;  and  periodic  beach  nourishment.  Project  consists  of  reach  1, 
13.6  miles,  Cape  Henlopen  to  Indian  River  Inlet,  and  reach  2,  10.9 
miles,  Indian  River  Inlet  to  Fenwick  Island,  either  of  which  may  be 
constructed  independently  of  the  other. 

j Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level) 

Federal _ $5,  584,  000 

Non-Federal _  2,  460,  000 

Total _  8,  044,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ 

Maintenance  and  operation,  replacements  and  periodic  nourishment.. 

$220, 600 
270,200 

$97, 700 
774, 100 

$318, 300 
1,044.300 

Total.. . . 

490, 800 

871, 800 

1,362,600 

Annual  benefits: 

Damage  prevented _ $1,  610,  000 

Beach  recreation _  386,  000 

Land  enhancement _  54,  000 

Decreased  maintenance _  9,  000 


Total _  2,  059,  000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio.- — Reach  1,  1.4;  reach  2,  1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  31  percent  of  total  first  cost,  estimated  at 
$2,460,000;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required; 
accomplish  all  necessary  alterations  and  relocations;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction;  maintain 
all  works  after  completion,  including  maintenance  and  replacement 
of  existing  groins;  assure  continued  public  ownership  and  use  of 
pertinent  shore;  adopt  ordinances  to  provide  for  dune  preservation; 
control  water  pollution;  maintain  a  zone  excluding  permanent  human 
habitation;  inform  interests  annually  that  project  will  not  provide 
complete  hurricane  tide  protection.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
a  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Delaware:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  plan  will  reduce  the  damage  caused  by 
hurricanes  and  alleviate  the  existing  erosion  problems  along  the  Dela¬ 
ware  coast  which  is  essential  to  continued  development  of  the  recrea¬ 
tional  potential  of  the  area. 


Feather  River  Near  Chester,  Calif. 
(H.  Doc.  314,  90th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  town  of  Chester  is  located  in  northeastern  Cali¬ 
fornia,  about  125  miles  north  of  Sacramento,  on  the  North  Fork  of 
Feather  River  which  drains  a  115-square-mile  area  above  the  town. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Chester. 

Flood  pn'oblems.— Floodflows  cause  heavy  deposition  in  stream  chan¬ 
nels  through  the  town  which  results  in  loss  of  channel  capacity  and 
contributes  to  the  stranding  of  debris.  Floodwaters  then  leave  the 
channel  and  spread  over  the  flood  plain  on  which  the  town  is  located. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  an  earthfill  diversion  dam  with  a  crest  length  of  about  850 
feet  and  a  maximum  height  of  about  45  feet.  Diverted  flows  would  be 
confined  within  an  old  channel  by  levees  10,200  feet  long  on  the  left 
bank  and  6,000  feet  long  on  the  right  bank. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1966) 


Federal  _ 

Noil-Federal 


$940.  000 
S20,  000 


Total 


1,  760,  000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

. .  $31,000 

.  0 

$31,000 

9,000 

$62, 000 
9,  000 

Total . 

. .  31,000 

40, 000 

71,000 

Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented _ $83,  000 

Area  redevelopment _  4,  000 

Total _  87,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ; 
hold  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion ;  accomplish  all  relocations  of  buildings,  utili¬ 
ties,  bridges,  roads,  sewers,  and  pipelines  and  other  alterations  which 
may  be  required  for  construction  of  the  project ;  adjust  all  claims  con¬ 
cerning  water  rights;  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  designed  to 
prevent  encroachment  of  any  type  that  would  impair  the  flood  control 
effectiveness  of  the  works.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness 
to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and,  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  projected  annual  benefits  would  not  equal  the  average 
annual  costs  of  the  project  for  nearly  30  years.  Therefore,  the  Bureau 
would  expect  the  Chief  of  Engineers  prior  to  requesting  construction 
appropriations  to  review  the  timing  of  initiation  of  the  project.  Sub¬ 
ject  to  consideration  of  these  comments  the  Bureau  has  no  objection 
to  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  Congress. 

C omments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — In  accordance  with  the 
comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will 
review  the  timing  of  initiation  of  the  project  prior  to  requesting  ap¬ 
propriations  of  funds  for  construction.  Since  the  Federal  cost  for  this 
project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instruc¬ 
tions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as 
unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  will  protect  against  frequent 
flooding  at  Chester  which  has  caused  considerable  damage  in  the  past. 
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Hillsborough  Bat,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  313,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Northeast  extension  of  Tampa  Bay  on  the  west-central 
coast  of  the  Florida  Peninsula. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  first  session,  approved 
June  15, 1955. 

Existing  'project. — None  for  hurricane  protection. 

Flood  problem. — Hurricanes  passing  over  or  near  Hillsborough  Bay 
have  caused  extremely  high  tides  at  Tampa,  resulting  in  serious  flood¬ 
ing  and  property  damage  in  both  residential  and  industrial  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — An  earthfill  levee  and  bar¬ 
rier,  with  two  ungated  navigation  openings,  about  58,000  feet  from 
Gadsen  Point  to  the  mainland  south  of  Little  Manatee  River.  A  com¬ 
prehensive  hydraulic  model  be  constructed,  operated,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  for  the  study  of  water  utilization  and  control  in  the  Tampa  Bay 
region. 

ESTIMATED  COST  (PRICE  LEVEL  OF  1964) 


Hurricane 

project 

Model  study 

Total 

Federal  . . 

Non-Federal _  ...  . 

_ _ _  $9, 159, 000 

_  3,925,000  . 

$750, 000 

$9, 909, 000 
3, 925, 000 

Total . . 

.  13,  084,  000 

750, 000 

13,  834,  000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS  (FOR  HURRICANE  PROJECT) 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  . 
Maintenance- . . . 

_  $364, 600 

. . . . . . .  400 

$156, 200 

40, 000 

$520, 800 
40, 400 

Total . . . . 

. . .  365,000 

196, 200 

561,200 

Annual  benefits :  Damages  prevented _ $600,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations  required  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $35,000;  bear  30 
percent  of  the  first  cost,  exclusive  of  navigation  aids,  a  sum  presently 
estimated  at  $3,925,000,  consisting  of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $3,890,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start 
of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs 
to  lie  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined ;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works,  except  navigation  aids,  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ; 
and  at  least  annually  notify  interests  affected  of  the  degree  of  protec¬ 
tion  provided  and  of  local  actions  to  be  taken  during  hurricane  emer¬ 
gencies.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  and  ability  to 
meet  these  requirements. 
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Commends  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior  :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  Florida :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
states  that  because  of  the  project’s  very  marginal  justification,  it  is  its 
view  that  the  further  detailed  studies  should  be  completed  before  the 
proposed  barrier  improvements  are  considered  for  authorization. 
Thus,  it  believes  authorization  of  construction  of  the  proposed  barrier 
improvements  at  this  time  would  be  premature.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  concurs  in  the  Chief  of  Engineers  recommendation  that  a  com¬ 
plete  investigation  and  study  of  water  utilization  and  control  in  the 
Tampa  Bay  region  be  authorized.  It  believes  however,  that  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  should  carefully  investigate  alternatives  to  the  hydraulic 
model  such  as  computer  model  analysis  and  the  more  conventional 
water  resources  analysis  methods  and  prepare  a  cost  effectiveness  anal¬ 
ysis  for  such  alternatives.  It  further  believes  that  a  complete  investiga¬ 
tion  and  study  of  water  utilization  and  control  in  the  Tampa  Bay 
region  should  be  a  multiagency  effort  involving  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  other  Federal  agencies,  and  interested  State  agencies. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  concurs  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  will  submit  to  the 
Congress  proposed  legislation  for  this  study. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  the  need  for  this  project;  how¬ 
ever,  it  also  considers  that  the  proposed  barrier  construction  should 
not,  be  undertaken  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  completes  further  de¬ 
tailed  studies  covering  related  water  resource  problems,  including  a 
comprehensive  model  study  of  the  enti  re  Tampa  Bay  area.  Results  of 
this  study  are  to  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress  prior  to  initiation. 

Iao  Stream,  Wailcktj,  Maui,  Hawaii 
(H.  Doc.  151, 90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Iao  Stream  drains  a  portion  of  the  slopes  of  the  West 
Maui  Mountains,  and  its  lower  course  runs  into  the  sea  just  east  of 
the  town  of  Wailuku  on  the  island  of  Maui. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1950  and  1962. 

Existing  project.- — The  existing  Federal  improvement  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  provides  for  clearing  and  snagging  in  the  lower  5,500  feet  of  the 
river  which  was  completed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1954.  Local 
interests  have  constructed  levees,  walls,  and  channels  for  2,700  feet 
upstream  of  Market  Street  Bridge. 

Flood  problem. — Fast-rising,  high-velocity  floods  cause  extensive 
damages  and  loss  of  life.  The  severest  flood  of  record  occurred  in 
January  1916,  resulting  in  the  loss  of  13  lives.  One  other  life  was  lost 
in  the  flood  of  December  1950.  Accumulation  of  large  boulders  and 
other  debris  in  the  downstream  reaches  contributes  to  the  problem. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  debris 
basin  about  3  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  and  levees  and  channel 
improvements  downstream  from  Market  Street  Bridge  to  the  ocean. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1965) 

Federal _ $1,  660,  000 

Non-Federal  _  240,  000 


Total _  1,  900, 000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization...  . . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation... . 

. . .  $66,100 

. .  0 

$9, 500 

14,  500 

$75, 600 
14,  500 

Total . 

_ _ _  66,100 

24, 000 

90, 100 

Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented  _ $103, 000 

Elimination  of  maintenance  to  existing  channel _  10,  000 


Total _  113,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation.- — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way.  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Maintain 
and  operate  the  works  after  completion.  Prevent  encroachment  on  the 
improved  channel.  Provide  all  relocations  of  buildings,  utilities, 
bridges  and  roads,  sewer,  pipelines,  and  other  alterations  of  existing 
improvements  which  may  be  required.  At  least  annually  notify  affected 
interests  the  extent  of  flood  protection  provided  by  the  project.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 
State  of  Hawaii :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks.— It  is  noted  that  14  lives  have  been  lost  in  past  floods 
and  construction  of  the  project  is  essential  in  order  to  prevent  further 
loss  of  life. 
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Lake  Chicot,  Ai:k. 

(H.  Doc.  168,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Lake  Chicot  is  located  in  the  extreme  southeast  corner  of 
Arkansas  across  the  Mississippi  River  from  Greenville,  Miss. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  19,  1963. 

Existing  project. — Lake  Chicot  lies  within  the  area  of  the  Boeuf 
and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon  project,  which  is  a  part  of  the 
Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project.  The  lake  serves  as  a  deten¬ 
tion  reservoir.  Water  from  streams  served  by  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas 
Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon  project  flow  into  Lake  Chicot  from  the  north 
and  flow  out  of  the  lake  through  the  southern  end.  The  project  reduces 
flooding  caused  by  interior  runoff  and  provides  an  outlet  for  drainage. 

Problem. — High  turbidity  of  the  water  in  Lake  Chicot  throughout 
most  of  the  year  and  fluctuations  of  the  lake  level  have  greatly  lessened 
the  value  of  the  lake  for  recreation.  Federal  improvements  upstream 
from  the  lake  are  believed  to  have  contributed  to  this  condition. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  pumping 
plant  having  a  capacity  of  6,500  cubic  feet  per  second  and  gravity 
drainage  structure  in  the  vicinity  of  Maco  Lake,  Ark.,  and  related 
control  facilities,  to  divert  flows  into  the  Mississippi  River  that  would 
otherwise  enter  Lake  Chicot  and  to  regulate  the  level  of  the  lake.  Six 
recreation  areas  along  the  shoreline  also  will  be  provided. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1966) 

Federal _ 1 $15, 240,  000 

Non-Federal _ , _  240,  000 

Total  _  15,  480,  000 

1  Includes  $290,000  to  be  repaid  as  part  of  non-Federal  share  of  recreation  costs. 

Project  economics 

Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $533,  000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  major  replacement _  1 179,  000 


Total _  712,000 

1  Includes  $30,000  for  non-Federal  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  recreation  areas. 


Annual  benefits : 

General  recreation _ 405,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  198,  000 

Flood  control _  95,  000 

Land  restoration _  22,  000 


Total _  720,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1.01  (excluding  area  redevelopment  benefits)  and  1.1  (in¬ 
cluding  area  redevelopment  benefits). 


Local  cooperation. — Administer,  operate,  and  maintain  the  recrea¬ 
tion  facilities  and  insure  that  the  recreation  facilities  are  open  to  all 
on  equal  terms ;  provide  all  lands  required  for  specific  recreation  facili¬ 
ties  and  make  additional  contributions  necessary  to  bring  the  local 
contribution  to  not  less  than  50  percent  of  project  cost  charged  to  rec¬ 
reation,  with  a  provision  that  local  interests  may  pay  this  cost,  except 
l'or  lands,  over  a  period  of  50  years  (estimated  cash  contribution  is 
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$290,000) ;  perform  minor  maintenance  and  operate  the  gates  on  con¬ 
trol  structures  in  Connerly  and  Ditch  Bayous.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  provide  the  required  assurance  of  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies . — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  F avorable. 

State  of  Arkansas :  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
does  not  believe  that  full  Federal  responsibility  for  the  damages  has 
been  clearly  established.  Although  the  tremendous  national  expansion 
of  the  recreation  industry  since  World  War  II  has  increased  the 
significance  of  damages  to  recreation,  the  Bureau  questions  whether 
the  Federal  Government  should  be  held  fully  responsible  for  damages 
resulting  from  a  change  in  the  Nation's  economy  more  than  20  years 
after  the  original  plan  of  improvement  was  authorized.  The  Bureau 
believes  the  damages  are  the  result  of  the  cumulative  adverse  effects 
resulting  from  a  complex  interaction  of  many  Federal  and  non-Federal 
improvements  made  over  more  than  20  years,  some  not  yet  completed. 
Because  of  this  the  Bureau  believes  that  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  should  be  amended  to  provide  that  local  interests  will 
operate  and  maintain  the  recommended  project  (including  major 
replacements)  after  completion  and  to  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction,  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacement  of  works.  Also  that  no  additional  improve¬ 
ments  should  be  made  at  Federal  expense  in  connection  with  the  mitiga¬ 
tion  of  damages  caused  by  silt-laden  flows  into  Lake  Chicot.  Subject 
to  the  above  changes  in  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  concurs  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  recom¬ 
mends  amending  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to 
require  that  local  interests  furnish  assurances  prior  to  construction 
to  operate  and  maintain  the  recommended  project  (including  major 
replacements)  after  completion,  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement.  Also,  the  Secretary  recommended  that  no  further 
improvement  be  made  at  Federal  expense  in  connection  with  the 
mitigation  of  damages  caused  by  silt-laden  flows  into  Lake  Chicot. 

Remarks.- — The  proposed  project  would  restore  the  high  recreational 
value  of  Lake  Chicot  by  diverting  highly  turbid  flows  into  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  that  would  otherwise  enter  Lake  Chicot.  The  project  is 
primarily  for  mitigating  the  effects  of  Federal  improvements  up¬ 
stream  from  the  lake  and  the  project,  as  proposed  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  would  be  an  appropriate  adjustment. 

In  view  of  the  Federal  expenditures  involved,  the  committee  added 
a  provision  that  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  of  the  project, 
local  interests  shall  agree  that  no  fees  shall  be  charged  for  admission 
to  Lake  Chicot  and  to  public  recreation  areas  adjoining  Lake  Chicot 
and  that  user  fees  at  such  lake  and  areas  shall  be  devoted  to  recreation 
purposes. 
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Licking  River  and  Tributaries,  Ohio 
(H.  Doc.  337, 90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Licking  River  is  in  central  Ohio,  between  Columbus  and 
Zanesville,  and  is  a  tributary  to  the  Muskingum  River. 

Existing  'projects.— There  are  two  existing  Corps  of  Engineers 
projects  in  the  basin.  The  Newark  local  protection  project,  consisting 
of  channel  enlargement,  earth  levee,  and  a  pumping  station,  was  com¬ 
pleted  in  1941.  Dillon  Reservoir,  a  project  for  flood  control  and  recrea¬ 
tion  located  downstream  from  Newark,  was  completed  in  1961. 

Flood  problems. — The  major  flood  problem  is  at  the  city  of  Newark, 
where  extensive  residential  and  commercial  development  is  subject  to 
flooding.  Some  damage  also  occurs  in  smaller  communities  and  on 
agricultural  lands  bordering  the  streams  of  the  basin.  A  recurrence 
of  the  worst  flood  of  record,  that  of  January  1959,  would  now  cause 
damages  in  excess  of  $10  million,  mainly  in  Newark.  There  is  also  a 
need  for  water  quality  control  in  the  stream,  water-related  public  rec¬ 
reation  in  the  area,  and  water  supply  for  Newark. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  two 
parts :  (1)  Utica  Dam  and  Reservoir  on  the  North  Fork  above 
Newark  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and 
recreation;  and  (2)  modification  of  the  Newark  local  protection  proj¬ 
ect  by  improving  interior  drainage  facilities,  channel  enlargement  of 
North  Fork,  and  diversion  of  Log  Pond  Run  floodflows  into  Sharon 
Run. 

ESTIMATED  COST  (PRICE  LEVEL  OF  1966) 


Utica  Newark 

Reservoir 

Total 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ _ 

'$31,500,000  $1,453,000 

_  242, 000 

$32, 953,  000 
242, 000 

Total _ 

31,500,000  1,695,000 

33, 195, 000 

1  Includes  non-Federal 
wildlife  enhancement. 

reimbursements  of  $7,820,000  for  water  supply  and  $2,360,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

Utica  Reservoir 

Newark 

Total 

Federal  Non-  Total 

Federal 

Federal  Non-  Total 

Federal 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

735,  000 
..  42,300 

$341,800 

101,900 

$1,076,  800 
144,200 

$57,000  $11,400  $68,400 

4, 000  5, 400  9, 400 

$1,145,200 
153, 600 

Subtotal . . 

Land  production  loss_ . 

..  777,300 

443, 700 

1,221,000 
51,300  . 

61,000  16,800  77,800 

_ _  0 

1,298, 800 
51,300 

Total. . 

..  777,300 

443, 700 

1,272,300 

61,000  16,800  77,800 

1,350,100 

Utica  Newark 

Total 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control . . . . . 

Water  supply  _  - . . . 

Water  quality  control.. . . . . . 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement . 

$347,200  $188,800 

531.800  _ 

824.800  . 

358,600  _ 

$536, 000 

531.800 

824. 800 
358, 600 

Total . . . . 

2,062,400  188,800 

2,251,200 
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Benefit-cost  ratio: — Utica  Reservoir,  1.6;  Newark,  2.4;  total,  1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Utica  Reservoir. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  resulting  from  water  rights  claims  due  to  construction  and 
operation  of  the  project;  exercise  to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal  ca¬ 
pability  control  against  removal  of  streamflow  made  available  for 
water  quality  control ;  contribute  to  the  control  of  pollution  of  streams 
subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  requiring  adequate  treatment 
or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  the  source;  protect  the  chan¬ 
nel  downstream  from  the  reservoir  from  encroachment  which  would 
adversely  affect  operation  of  the  project;  repay  all  costs  allocated 
to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  as  determined  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as 
amended,  presently  estimated  at  $7,820,000  for  construction  and 
$6,700  annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements;  in 
accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act:  adminis¬ 
ter  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement ;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through 
user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  construction  costs 
of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  presently  estimated  at  $2,36,000;  bear  all  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facili¬ 
ties,  ]) resen tly  estimated  at  $95,200  annually. 

Newark  local  protection  project. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary 
construction,  modification,  or  relocation  of  highways,  including 
bridges,  utilities,  and  irrigation  and  drainage  facilities  required;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  maintain  the  project  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  (except  for  the  improved  North  Fork 
channel)  ;  prevent  encroachments  on  the  capacities  of  the  existing 
and  proposed  channels  within  the  limits  of  the  project,  including  long 
Pond  Run  downstream  of  the  diversion. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that 
pumping  capacity  for  sanitary  sewage  under  dry-flow  conditions  is 
included  in  the  proposed  South  Fork  pumping  station  and  they  ques¬ 
tion  Avhether  serving  that  purpose  is  a  Federal  responsibility.  There¬ 
fore,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  a  restudy  be  made  of  the  matter 
prior  to  construction  of  the  project  to  determine  whether  it  is  a  local 
responsibility. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvements  will  provide  a  sub¬ 
stantial  degree  of  flood  protection  for  the  city  of  Newark  and  other 
areas  in  the  basin  as  well  as  provide  water  supply,  water  quality  con¬ 
trol,  and  recreation. 
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Little  Blue  River,  Vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

(H.  Doc.  169,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Little  Blue  River  is  a  right-bank  tributary  of  the 
Missouri  River,  about  20  miles  downstream  from  Kansas  City,  Mo. 
The  basin  is  about  33  miles  long,  with  a  maximum  width  of  13  miles 
and  a  drainage  area  of  224  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  August  23  and  October  1, 1962. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  flood  control  improve¬ 
ments  for  the  Little  Blue  River  Basin.  Improvement  of  the  lowermost 
7  miles  of  the  Little  Blue  River  has  been  substantially  completed  as 
a  part  of  the  Federal  construction  of  the  Missiouri  River  levee  unit 
No.  351-R,  which  includes  a  tieback  levee  from  the  Missouri  River 
along  the  left  bank  of  the  improved  Little  Blue  River  Channel.  Three 
recreation  lakes,  two  public  (non-Federal),  and  one  private,  have 
been  constructed  in  the  East  F ork  subbasin. 

Flood,  problem. — The  most  severe  flood  of  record  on  Little  Blue 
River  occurred  in  1961,  when  flood  damage  amounted  to  $870,000.  If 
the  stage  had  been  2  feet  higher,  damages  would  have  been  about  $15 
million.  With  progressive  urbanization  of  the  basin,  future  flooding- 
may  be  expected  to  be  much  more  serious.  In  contrast  with  floods, 
prolonged  drougts  have  resulted  in  a  condition  of  no  flow  for  periods 
in  excess  of  30  days.  Even  with  adequate  sewage  treatment  facilities 
that  are  anticipated  in  the  next  few  years,  uncollected  urban  runoff 
will  pose  a  pollution  problem  unless  low-flow  supplementation  is 
provided.  The  existing  recreation  lakes  in  the  county  receive  heavy 
public  use,  and  the  demand  for  additional  water-based  recreation 
facilities  is  increasing. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement . — Construction  of  two  multiple- 
purpose  reservoirs,  Longview  and  Blue  Springs;  intermittent  realine- 
ment  and  enlargement  of  the  Little  Blue  River  channel  from  the  head 
of  the  Missouri  River  Levee  Unit  No.  351-R  upstream  to  the  vicinity 
of  Wildwood  Creek;  and  diversion  of  West  Fire  Prairie  Creek,  to¬ 
gether  with  levee  construction,  to  prevent  Little  Blue  River  floods  from 
inundating  the  Lake  City  Army  Ammunition  Plant  and  adjacent 
lands. 

Estimated  cost  ( Price  level  of  May  1966) 

Federal _ 1  $38,  492,  000 

Non-Federal _  624,  000 

Total _  39,116,000 

1  Non-Federal  Interests  to  repay  $2,285,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment.  The  net  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  would  be  an  estimated  $36,207,000. 

Construction  costs 


Reservoirs : 

Blue  Springs _ $10,  700,  000 

Longview _  23, 150,  000 

Total  reservoirs _  33, 850,  000 

Local  protection  works -  5,  266,  000 

Total  project -  39, 116,  000 

96-701—68 - 7 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Reservoirs: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replenishments . 

Economic  loss  on  lands . . 

_  $1,143,000  , 

.  35, 000 

156,000  , 

$109,000 

$1,143,000 
144.000 
156. 000 

Total . . . . 

. .  1,334,000 

109, 000 

1,443,000 

Local  protection  works: 

Interest  and  amortization  . . . . 

Operation  and  maintenance . . . . 

_  186,100 

.  1,900 

24, 700 
7,300 

210,  800 
9,200 

Total . . . 

.  188,000 

32,000 

220, 000 

Annual  benefits 


Reservoirs : 

Flood  control _ $1, 418,  000 

Water  quality _  255,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement _  350,  000 

General  recreation  _  610,  000 


Total _  2,633,000 

Local  protection  works :  Flood  control _  697,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratios 
Reservoirs : 

Blue  Springs _  2.  2 

Longview  _ _  1.  6 

Local  protection  works _ . -  3.  2 


Local  cooperation:  Reservoirs. — Administer  land  and  water  areas 
for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  repay  one-half  of 
the  separable  cost  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  presently  estimated  at  $1,325,000  for  Longview  Reservoir  and 
$960,000  for  Blue  Springs  Reservoir;  operate,  maintain,  and  replace 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  about  $69,000  for  Longview  and  $40,000  for  Blue  Springs 
annually ;  control  pollution  of  the  streams  subject  to  low-flow  augment¬ 
ation  by  adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at 
their  source ;  obtain  water  rights  needed  for  storage  and  use  of  water, 
resolve  any  conflicts  in  water  rights,  and  use  the  water  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  Federal  and  State  laws. 

Channel  improvement  works. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way,  including  acquisition  of  sufficient  interest  in  the  chan¬ 
nels  downstream  from  the  Longview  and  Blue  Springs  damsites  to  pre¬ 
vent  encroachment  on  the  existing  channels  and  to  assure  maintenance 
of  their  present  capacities;  hold  and  save;  maintain  and  operate;  and 
make  all  alterations  and  relocations  of  highways,  highway  bridges, 
utilities,  and  related  facilities,  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches 
in  connection  therewith. 

General  provisions. — Provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  prevent¬ 
ing  unwise  and  uneconomical  future  development  of  the  flood  plain 
areas  by  encouraging  prudent  use  of  floodproofing,  land  regulation 
planning,  or  other  flood  plain  management  techniques  to  reduce  flood 
losses,  and  adequately  inform  all  affected  persons,  at  least  annually, 
that  the  projects  will  not  provide  complete  flood  protection.  Local  in 
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terests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  re¬ 
quirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce  :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Transportation :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  noted  that  the 
flood  plain  of  the  Little  Blue  River  is  rural  in  nature  with  about  5,000 
acres  of  unoccupied  land  in  the  lower  part  of  the  basin.  Under  the 
circumstances  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  believes  more  emphasis  should 
have  been  placed  on  nonstructural  alternatives  such  as  zoning  regula¬ 
tions,  flood  warning  systems,  and  floodproofing,  which  might  provide 
adequate  protection  of  existing  development.  Subject  to  consideration 
of  the  above,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  there  would  be  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  Little  Blue  Basin  is  rapidly  becoming  urbanized 
and  it  is  troubled  by  frequent  flooding  which  is  expected  to  become 
more  severe  with  progressive  urban  expansion.  The  Little  Blue  River 
also  experiences  prolonged  droughts  which  create  pollution  and  public 
health  problems.  The  project  would  provide  a  high  degree  of  flood  pro¬ 
tection,  low-flow  augmentation,  and  water-based  recreational  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  meet  the  present  and  future  needs  of  the  basin. 

Little  Dell  Project,  Salt  Lake  City  Streams,  Utah 
(S.  Doc.  53,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  study  area  drains  about  110  square  miles  of  the 
western  slopes  of  the  Wasatch  Mountains  and  adjoining  lands  within 
the  metropolitan  areas  of  Salt  Lake  City  to  the  Jordan  River  in  north 
central  Utah. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  May  22, 1963. 

Exiting  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control  on  the  streams  considered  in  this  report.  A  channel  im¬ 
provement  project  to  bypass  excess  flows  originating  on  the  upper 
Jordan  River  through  the  Surplus  Canal  to  Great  Salt  Lake  was 
completed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1960  at  a  Federal  cost  of  about 
$1,230,000.  A  dam  and  reservoir  for  flood  control  and  water  supply 
with  a  capacity  of  8,000  acre-feet  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1960  for  construction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  at  the  Little 
Dell  site.  No  work  has  been  done.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a 
system  of  underground  conduits  to  convey  runoff  from  the  streams 
through  Salt  Lake  City  to  Jordan  River.  Local  interests  also  have 
constructed  several  projects  for  water  supply  including  Mountain 
Dell  Reservoir  on  Parleys  Creek  and  a  system  of  wells  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  underground  water  supply. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  of  record  have  occurred  from  snowmelt 
runoff  during  the  months  of  April,  May  and  June,  the  largest  of  which 
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occurred  in  1952.  This  flood  overflowed  the  18th  South  Street  conduit 
for  30  days  and  inundated  about  1,000  acres  of  highly  developed  urban 
area,  causing  damages  estimated  at  $2,600,000.  There  will  be  a  shortage 
of  firm  water  supply  in  the  area  by  1970.  Also,  the  existing  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  in  the  Salt  Lake  City  area  are  limited,  and  with  the 
predicted  population  increase  there  is  a  need  for  recreation  facilities 
in  conjunction  with  water  resources  development. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  author¬ 
ized  project  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  with 
a  capacity  of  50,000  acre-feet  on  Dell  Creek  for  flood  control,  water 
supply,  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  The  Little  Dell 
project  and  the  existing  Mountain  Dell  reservoir  are  to  be  operated  as 
a  coordinated  unit. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  July  1966) 

Federal _ 1  $22,  664, 000 

Non-Federal _  2  586,  000 

Total _  23,250,000 

1  Includes  $9,800,000  allocated  to  water  supply  and  $635,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  interests. 

2  Costs  of  lands  allocated  to  flood  control  to  be  provided  prior  to  construction. 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annua!  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . _. 

. . . . .  $846,000 

$20, 000 

$866, 000 
172, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

.  129,000 

i43| 000 

Total  . . . . 

.  875, 000 

163,000 

1,038, 000 

i  Includes  $16,000  to  be  repaid  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented -  $412, 000 

Water  supply _  619,  000 

Recreation _  810,  000 


Total _  1,841,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  local  interests  are  to  fur¬ 
nish  assurances  that  they  will  obtain  all  water  rights  necessary  for  op¬ 
eration  of  the  project  in  the  interest  of  water  supply;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims;  repay  all  costs  al¬ 
located  to  water  supply  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  1958 
Water  Supply  Act,  presently  estimated  at  $9,800,000  for  construction 
and  $16,000  annually  for  operation  and  maintenance;  maintain  and 
operate  the  existing  Mountain  Dell  Reservoir  in  accordance  with  flood 
control  rules  and  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army ;  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act : 
administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife,  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user 
fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  cost  allocated  to  recrea- 
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tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  an  amount  currently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $635,000,  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  re¬ 
placement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the 
amount  involved  currently  estimated  at  $133,000  annually;  adequately 
inform  interests  affected  that  the  project  does  not  provide  protection 
against  rainfloods  below  the  dam  and  that  the  project-related  diver¬ 
sion  facilities  do  not  provide  protection  against  large  floods  on  Emi¬ 
gration  and  Mill  Creeks;  contribute  the  cost  of  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way,  and  relocations  allocated  to  flood  control,  an  amount 
presently  estimated  at  $586,000  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  main¬ 
tenance  and  replacements  for  flood  control  estimated  at  $10,000  an¬ 
nually;  and  protect  channels  downstream  from  the  reservoir  from 
encroachment  which  would  adversely  affect  reservoir  operation.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior. — The  Department  believes  water 
supply  from  Little  Dell  will  not  be  needed  until  1990  instead  of 
between  1971  and  1980.  Recommends  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
be  assigned  responsibility  for  coordination  of  project  operations  and 
marketing  of  water.  In  repl}',  the  Chief  of  Engineers  indicated  that 
the  water  demand  and  benefits  are  based  on  data  furnished  by  the 
metropolitan  water  district,  the  local  sponsor,  which  has  furnished 
assurances  to  repay  the  water  supply  cost. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Utah. — The  State  recommends  that  authorization  and  con¬ 
struction  be  completed  as  quickly  as  possible.  The  State  further  recom¬ 
mends  that  the  cost  allocation  and  related  analyses  be  modified  to 
reflect  the  planned  recreational  use  and  that  reconsideration  be  given 
to  the  local  requirements  for  the  flood  control  aspects.  In  reply,  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  indicated  that  he  was  revising  his  report  to  reflect 
the  increased  recreational  use.  With  respect  to  the  local  requirements 
for  flood  control,  he  concluded  that  this  is  consistent  with  present 
policy. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Damaging  flood  occur  in  the  spring  from  snowmelt  run¬ 
off.  The  flood  of  1952  inundated  a  highly  developed  area  in  Salt  Lake 
City  for  30  days,  causing  damages  estimated  at  $2,600,000.  Substantial 
flood  damage  would  be  prevented  by  construction  of  the  project.  The 
project  also  would  provide  an  urgently  needed  water  supply  for 
municipal  and  industrial  use  and  would  furnish  excellent  recreational 
facilities. 


Lower  Charles  River,  Mass. 

(H.  Doc. — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  study  area  is  that  portion  of  the  Charles  River  in 
metropolitan  Boston,  including  Cambridge,  Watertown,  and  Newton. 

Authority. — House  of  Representatives  Public  Works  Committee  res¬ 
olution  adopted  June  24, 1965. 

Existing  project. — The  only  existing  Federal  project  is  a  35-foot 
navigation  channel  between  Charlestown  Bridge  and  the  main  ship 
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channel  in  Boston  Harbor,  a  distance  of  about  2,500  feet.  A  short  dis¬ 
tance  above  the  channel  lies  the  existing  Charles  River  Dam,  completed 
in  1910  by  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  to  create  a  perma¬ 
nent.  basin,  or  pool,  to  eliminate  tidal  fluctuations  and  marshes  and 
improve  the  landscape.  The  dam  includes  a  navigation  lock. 

Problems . — The  existing  dam  was  designed  to  maintain  a  basin  level 
of  2.52  feet  below  mean  high  tide,  and  the  areas  adjoining  the  perim¬ 
eter  of  the  basin  have  urbanized  accordingly.  Fresh  water  inflows  are 
temporarily  impounded  during  high  tide  cycles  and  sluiced  during 
low  tide  cycles.  The  basin  level  can  no  longer  be  maintained  at  ade¬ 
quate  elevations  during  flood  periods  because  of  urbanization  and 
changed  hydrologic  runoff  characteristics.  During  the  flood  of  August 
1955  the  basin  level  rose  about  4.5  feet  above  design  elevation  and  re¬ 
mained  near  this  level  for  about  4  days.  Additionally,  the  existing  lock 
is  inadequate  for  recreational  boat  traffic. 

Recommended  'plan  of  improvement. — The  proposed  plan  consists  of 
a  multiple-purpose  structure  located  at  Warren  Avenue  a  short  dis¬ 
tance  downstream  from  the  existing  dam.  It  will  maintain  the  existing 
basin,  thus  preventing  tidal  flooding,  and  will  contain  pumping  fa¬ 
cilities  to  resolve  the  basin  river  flooding  problems,  three  new  locks 
to  accommodate  current  and  prospective  boat  traffic,  and  a  highway 
viaduct. 

Estimated  cost  {January  1968  price  level ) 

Federal _ .$18,620,000 

Non-Federal  -  7,  880,  000 

Total _  26.500,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement . 

. .  $662,000 

$285, 000 
184,000 

$947, 000 
184, 000 

Total . . . . . 

_ _  662,000 

469, 000 

1,131,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ $1,660,000 

Navigation  (recreation) _  397,000 

Highway  transportation _  68,  000 


Total _  2,125,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Flood  control. — Provides  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  alter¬ 
ations,  and  relocations;  operate  and  maintain  the  completed  works; 
and  prevent  encroachments  which  would  decrease  flood  storage  effec¬ 
tiveness.  Allocated  local  costs  are  estimated  at  $2,720,000  for  first  cost 
and  $70,100  for  annual  operation  and  maintenance. 

Navigation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  altera¬ 
tions,  and  relocations;  bear  half  the  cost  of  the  structural  features, 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  all  construction  costs;  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  the  completed  works;  continue  to  operate  and  maintain  public 
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use,  access,  and  landing  facilities  for  recreational  boats,  open  to  all  on 
equal  terms;  and  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  development  of  naviga¬ 
tion  and  facilities  therefor  in  the  basin,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms. 
Allocated  local  costs  are  estimated  at  $3,550,000  for  first  cost  and 
$108,600  for  annual  operation  and  maintenance. 

Highway  transportation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of- 
way,  alterations,  and  reloactions;  bear  all  the  cost  of  the  structural 
features,  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  all  construction  costs;  and  oper¬ 
ate  and  maintain  the  completed  works.  Allocated  local  costs  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $1,610,000  for  first  cost  and  $5,300  for  annual  operation  and 
maintenance. 

Other.— Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  works  or  changes  to  water  rights;  provide  public 
access  to  the  new  basin  area  between  the  new  and  existing  dams,  open 
to  all  on  equal  terms;  establish  regulations  prohibiting  the  discharge 
of  pollutants  into  the  basin  by  users  thereof ;  preserve  present  openings 
through  the  existing  dam  to  assure  continued  water  flow  and  boat 
passage;  and  furnish  to  the  United  States  without  cost  all  available 
engineering  data  and  plans  prepared  for  the  Metropolitan  District 
Commission  for  the  proposed  dam. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Remarks. — The  project  would  prevent  flooding  in  the  urban  areas 
along  the  impoundment  of  the  Charles  River  basin,  particularly  in 
Boston  and  Cambridge.  It  would  also  provide  needed  locks  to  accom¬ 
modate  current  and  prospective  boat  traffic,  and  a  viaduct  for  north- 
south  highway  traffic. 


Mad  River,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Mad  River  drains  an  area  of  about  495  square  miles 
in  northern  California  and  flows  northwesterly  to  its  outlet  into  the 
Pacific  Ocean  about  290  miles  north  of  San  Francisco. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  June  13,  1956,  and  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  Corps  of  Engineers  constructed  a  levee  8,000 
feet  long  on  the  North  Fork  at  Blue  Lake  in  1963.  Federal  funds  in 
the  amount  of  $916,000  were  spent  on  emergency  repairs,  restoration 
of  flood  control  works,  channel  clearing  and  debris  removal  follow¬ 
ing  the  floods  of  1955  and  1964.  The  city  of  Eureka  constructed 
Sweasey  Dam  with  1,530  acre-feet  of  storage  for  water  in  1939  which 
is  now  silted  up.  In  1962,  the  Humboldt  Bay  Municipal  Water  District 
constructed  Ruth  Dam  with  51,800  acre-feet  of  storage  for  water 
supply. 

Flood  problem. — The  Mad  River  Basin  is  subject  to  severe  winter 
storms  which  cause  flooding  to  agricultural,  industrial,  and  urban 
areas  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  river.  Damages  result  from  inunda¬ 
tion,  bank  erosion  and  deposition  of  debris  and  silt.  The  damages  of 
the  time  of  occurrence  of  the  two  largest  floods  of  record,  1955  and 
1964,  are  estimated  to  be  $1,600,000  and  $5,300,000,  respectively.  There 
is  a  continuing  need  for  additional  supplies  of  water  principally  for 
municipal  and  industrial  uses  in  the  area. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  multiple- 
purpose  clam  and  reservoir  on  the  Mad  River  at  the  Butler  Valley 
site  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  and  recreation. 

Estimated  costs  ( price  level  of  June  1967) 

Federal _ _ _ 1  $38,  GOO,  000 

Non-Federal _ , _  0 

Total _ _ _  38,000,000 

1  Includes  $16,000,000  allocated  to  water  supply  and  $3,000,000  for  recreation  to  be 
reimbursed  by  local  interests. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

.  $1,340,000 

_ _  1  200,000 

0 

2 $140, 000 

$1,340, 000 
340, 000 

Total . . . . . 

. . .  1,540,000 

140,000 

1,680, 000 

1  Includes  $120,000  (o  be  repaid  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 

!  For  recreation  facilities  which  would  be  a  non-Federal  responsibility. 


Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented _  $432,  000 

Increased  land  use _  118,  000 

Water  supply _  930,  000 

Recreation _  1,  330,  000 


Total  _ 2,  810,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  local  interests  are  to  fur¬ 
nish  assurances  that  they  will  adjust  all  claims  concerning  water 
rights;  prevent  encroachment  in  the  channel;  repay  all  costs  allocated 
to  water  supply  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Supply 
Act  of  1958,  presently  estimated  at  $10  million  for  construction  and 
$120,000  annually  for  operation  and  maintenance;  and,  in  accordance 
with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  of  1965,  repay  one- 
half  the  separable  cost  of  recreation  tentatively  estimated  at  $3  million, 
and  operate  and  maintain  the  recreation  facilities  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $140,000  annually.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture;  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation  :  F avorable. 

State  of  California  :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  provide  flood  control  and  water 
supply  in  a  area  periodically  plagued  by  major  floods  where  there  are 
growing  needs  for  additional  supplies  of  water  for  municipal  and 
industrial  uses.  This  project  will  be  an  important  element  in  the 
overall  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Mad  River  Basin. 
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Martin  County,  Fla. 

(S.  Doc.  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Martin  County  in  the  southern  part  of  Florida  is  an 
Atlantic  coastal  county  lying  east  of  Lake  Okeechobee  and  about  20 
miles  north  of  Palm  Beach. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  22, 1950. 

Existing  project. — The  central  and  southern  Florida  project  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1948,  1954,  1958,  1960,  1962, 
and  1965  and  now  under  construction  includes  the  following  features 
related  to  the  recommended  plan :  St.  Lucie  Canal  and  St.  Lucie  lock 
and  dam,  improvements  in  the  northeast  Shore  area  of  Lake  Okee¬ 
chobee,  the  levee  8  area,  the  canal  18  area,  and  the  St.  Lucie  County 
canals. 

Problems. — Most  of  Martin  County  is  subject  to  periodic  flooding 
because  it  lacks  adequate  drainage  and  control  works  to  remove  flood- 
waters  from  even  a  moderate  storm.  Large  areas  are  planted  to  citrus, 
and  truck  farming  and  dairy  pastures  are  important  uses.  Irrigation 
water  is  needed  in  drought  periods. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provision  of  gravity  drain¬ 
age  in  the  area  by  a  system  of  canals  and  control  structures  for  dis¬ 
tribution  of  available  water  supplies  to  portions  of  Martin  and  St. 
Lucie  Counties.  The  system  would  be  connected  with  the  overall  central 
and  southern  Florida  project  with  provision  for  pumping  excess  waters 
into  Lake  Okeechobee  and  supply  of  water  from  the  lake  in  dry 
periods.  Irrigation  features  would  be  deferred  until  modifications  rec¬ 
ommended  in  the  report  on  water  resources  for  central  and  southern 
Florida  are  authorized  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  assured  that 
adequate  water  is  available. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  September  1966) 

Federal _ $8,072,000 

Non-Federal _  7,  399,  000 

Total  _  15,471,000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  amortization . . . 

Maintenance  and  operations . . 

**  i  retur  n 

Subtotal . . . 

Associated  costs . . 

Land  productivity  loss. . . 

Total . . . . . . 


$329,000  $301,100  $630,100 

. .  213,900  213,900 


329, 000  515, 000  844, 000 

52,400  52,400 

. . .  39,200 


935,600 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  damages  prevented _  $720,  000 

Increased  land  use _  4,747,900 

Irrigation _  8,  799,  000 

Recreation  _  13,  000 


Total _  14,  279, 900 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 15.3. 

Local  cooperation. — L/ocal  interests  shall :  make  cash  contributions — 
in  varying  percentages — toward  the  total  of  the  contract  price  plus 
supervision  and  administration  thereof  for  all  items  of  work  to  be 
provided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  amounts,  stated  in  terms  of 
percentages  of  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration,  are  : 
Flood  control  features,  34;  irrigation  features,  49;  and  recreation 
features,  42.  The  amount  of  the  local  cash  contribution  for  the  overall 
plan  is  now  estimated  at  $5,266,000  (in  addition  to  costs  allocated  from 
overall  system)  ;  this  amount  would  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
start  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work 
items  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs  to  be  made 
after  the  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  with  appropriate  juris¬ 
diction.  construct  and  thereafter  maintain  such  lateral  drainage  facili¬ 
ties  as  are  necessary  to  realize  the  benefits  made  available  by  these 
improvements;  and  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  they  will :  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project  works,  when  and  as  required;  assume  the  costs 
of  construction  of  all  new  highway  bridges  and  relocations  of  existing 
highway  bridges  and  alterations  to  miscellaneous  utilities  and  other 
existing  improvements  (except  railroad  facilities)  incident  to  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  prohibit  encroachment  on 
the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved  channels;  and  operate 
and  maintain  the  pumping  station,  improved  channels,  and  appurte¬ 
nant.  works,  and  recreation  facilities  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Based  on 
cooperation  received  in  the  past  on  the  authorized  project  works  and 
recent  coordination  the  flood  control  district’s  cooperation  seems 
assured. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation :  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  provide  flood  control  and  water 
supply  in  an  area  subject  to  both  needs.  It  is  important  to  the  economy 
of  the  Martin  County  area,  and  will  provide  benefits  far  in  excess 
of  its  costs. 

Mississippi  Fiver  From  Cassville.  Wis.,  to  Mile  300 
(H.  Doc.  348, 90th  Cong.) 

T^ocation. — The  project  is  located  at  Clinton  and  Bettendorf,  Iowa 
and  Fulton,  East  Moline,  and  Milan,  Ill.,  on  the  upper  Mississippi 
River  between  Cassville,  Wis.,  above  mile  600,  and  mile  300. 

Authority . — Two  resolutions  by  the  House  Committee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  adopted  September  18, 1944,  and  a  resolution  by  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee  adopted  June  23, 1965. 
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Existing  'project. — Numerous  local  levee,  floodwall  and  interior 
drainage  construction  and  improvement  projects  have  been  constructed. 

Flood  problem.* — Flooding  has  beeln  relatively  frequent;  recent 
major  floods  occurred  in  1951,  1952,  and  1965  and  caused  significant 
monetary  losses,  disruption  of  normal  business  and  transportation  ac¬ 
tivity,  and  temporary  evacuation  of  a  large  number  of  residences.  The 
1965  flood  caused  an  estimated  $11,389,200  damages  within  the  flood 
plains  to  be  protected. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  levees  and 
floodwalls,  improvement  of  levees,  and  construction  of  appurtenant 
flood  control  structures  at  Clinton  and  Bettendorf,  Iowa,  and  Fulton, 
East  Moline,  and  Milan,  Ill. 

ESTIMATED  COST  (JANUARY  1967  PRICE  LEVELS) 


Clinton,  Iowa 

Fulton,  III. 

Bettendorf, 

Iowa 

East  Moline, 

III. 

Milan,  III. 

Federal . 

Non-Federal . . . 

. .  $9,200,000 

. .  1,410,000 

$4, 470,  000 
650, 000 

$2,150, 000 
185,  000 

$4,  270, 000 
250, 000 

$1,210, 000 
275, 000 

Total.  . 

. .  10,610,000 

5, 120, 000 

2, 335, 000 

4,  520, 000 

1,485. 000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest,  and  amortization: 


Clinton . $326,891  $50,100  $376,991 

Fulton. . 156,365  22,738  179,103 

Bettendorf . 75,209  6,472  81,681 

East  Moline . . . . . . _ .  149,369  8,745  158,114 

Milan . 42,327  9,620  51,947 


Total . . . . . .  750,161  97,675  847,836 


Maintenance,  operation,  replacements: 


Clinton . 37,015  37,015 

Fulton . 15,446  15,446 

Bettendorf . . 19,918  19,918 

East  Moline . 121,376  121,376 

Milan. . . 9,687  9,687 


Total 


203, 442  203, 442 


Loss  of  productivity: 


Clinton . . . 14,350  14,350 

Fulton . . .  8,225  2,225 

Bettendorf . . 2,520  2,520 

East  Moline _ 4,060  4,060 

Milan . 4,218  4,218 


Total . . .  33,373  33,373 


Grand  total 


750,161  334,490  1,084,651 


Annual  benefits  :  Damages  prevented  (1966  prices)  : 

Clinton  _ 

Fulton - 

Bettendorf  _ 

East  Moline _ 

Milan _ 


$1,  217,  500 
220,  600 
218,  500 
399,  300 
124.600 


Total _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio : 

Clinton _ 

Fulton _ 

Bettendorf 
East  Moline. 
Milan _ 


2, 180,  500 


2.8 

1. 1 
2.1 
1.  4 
1.9 
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Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  construction ;  maintain  and  operate  all  works 
after  completion;  modify  or  relocate  buildings,  utilities,  sewers,  and 
other  facilities  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches  thereto,  includ¬ 
ing  necessary  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  roadways;  obtain 
legal  control  over  pertinent  pondage  areas  and  prevent  encroachment 
until  substitute  areas  or  increased  pumping  capacity  have  been  pro¬ 
vided.  Clinton  would  be  required  to  provide  cost  of  embankment,  in¬ 
cluding  cost  of  payment  and  curbing  to  raise  and  extend  Riverview 
Drive  between  Sixth  Avenue  South  and  Ninth  Avenue  North.  Betten¬ 
dorf  would  be  required  to  bear  the  cost  of  relocating  about  1,400  feet  of 
gravel-surfaced  road,  certain  sewerlines,  chain-link  fencing  on  the 
existing  levee,  a  priority  crane,  and  shelter  buildings  at  river  oil 
terminals.  Local  interests  have  expressed  a  willingness  to  provide 
the  necessary  items  of  local  cooperation. 

■  Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  HEW :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget:  No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  will  protect  against  rela¬ 
tively  frequent  flooding  at  the  towns  of  Clinton  and  Bettendorf,  Iowa, 
and  Fulton,  East  Moline,  and  Milan,  Ill.,  along  the  Upper  Mississippi. 

Missouri  River  Emergency  Bank  Stabilization 

In  the  1963  monetary  authorization  bill,  language  was  included 
authorizing  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  perform  certain  emergency 
bank  protection  work  below  Garrison  Dam,  N.  Dak.,  with  a  cost  limi¬ 
tation  of  $3  million. 

This  work  was  needed  because  it  was  claimed  that  releases  from 
Garrison  Reservoir  were  degrading  and  eroding  the  riverbanks. 
Congressional  action  was  necessary  because  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
indicated  it  was  without  authority  to  perform  the  necessary  work. 

In  accordance  with  the  1963  directive  of  Congress,  the  corps  per¬ 
formed  work  at  five  locations,  three  of  which  have  been  completed, 
and  two  are  underway.  The  corps  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
are  not  opposed  to  completing  work  on  the  two  remaining  sites  at 
an  additional  cost  of  $2  million,  provided  local  interests  maintain  the 
work  after  completion. 

During  consideration  of  this  bill,  testimony  was  received,  from 
local  interests  indicating  that  they  desired  emergency  work  at  locali¬ 
ties  other  than  those  at  which  work  was  being  undertaken  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers. 

These  areas  are  located  at  Bismarck-Mandan  and  Stanton,  N.  Dak. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  informed  the  committee  that  it  would 
require  an  additional  amount  of  $1,670,000  to  perform  emergency 
work  at  Bismarck-Mandan,  and  an  amount  of  $370,000  to  take  care 
of  emergency  work  at  Stanton.  These  amounts,  when  added  to  the 
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$2  million  needed  for  work-  already  underway,  brings  the  total  re¬ 
quired  authorization  for  the  work  below  Garrison  Dam  to  $4,040,000. 
In  view  of  the  severe  damages  that  are  occurring  along  the  Missouri 
River  below  Garrison  Dam,  which  are  possibly  attributable  to  the 
operation  of  a  Federal  water  resource  development  project,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  seen  fit  to  amend  the  act  of  1963  to  increase  the  authori¬ 
zation  available  for  such  remedial  works. 

Xavasota  River  Watershed,  Texas 
(H.  Doc.  341,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Xavasota  watershed  is  in  the  east-central  part  of 
Texas.  Its  length  is  about  122  miles,  maximum  width  about  35  miles. 
The  drainage  area  is  2,211  square  miles. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
July  1, 1958. 

Existing  'project. — Ferguson  Dam  and  Reservoir  on  the  Xavasota 
River  (river  mile  36.5)  was  authorized  in  1954  as  a  unit  of  a  plan  of 
improvement  for  the  lower  Brazos  River  Basin  for  flood  control,  water 
conservation,  and  allied  purposes.  The  principal  non-Federal  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  Xavasota  watershed  are  Lake  Mexia,  Lake  Springfield, 
and  Camp  Creek  Lake.  Xumerous  other  small  reservoirs  have  been 
constructed  by  local  interests  for  recreation  and  various  water  supply 
purposes. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  occur  on  the  Xavasota  River  at  any  time 
of  the  year.  The  predominant  flood  problem  resulting  from  these  flood- 
flows  is  the  236-mile  downstream  reach  of  the  Brazos  River.  This 
affected  area  consists  of  about  614,400  acres  of  which  262,200  are  im¬ 
proved  agricultural  lands,  350,700  are  unimproved  grazing  lands,  and 
1,500  are  in  several  communities  along  the  reach. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
would  provide  for  two-stage  development  on  the  Xavasota  River,  con¬ 
sisting  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  at  the  Millican  site  (river  mile  24.1) 
as  the  initial  unit  and  another  dam  and  reservoir  at  the  Xavasota  Xo. 
2  site  (river  mile  83.4)  as  a  future  unit  to  provide  for  flood  control, 
water  supply,  and  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  lieu 
of  the  authorized  Ferguson  Dam  and  Reservoir.  The  second  unit, 
Xavasota  Xo.  2  would  be  completed  when  needed  for  water  supply, 
about  year  2010. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  January  1965) 

All  Federal : 

Millican  _ $58,620,000 

Navasota  No.  2 -  61, 087,  000 

Total  _  1 119,  707, 000 

i  Includes  $65,987,200  allocated  to  water  supply  and  $4,305,000  allocated  to  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  to  be  repaid  by  local  interests. 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Millican 

Navasota  No.  2 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

. .  $2,118,500 

$2, 226, 500 
257, 700 

$4, 345,000 
>  543, 700 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

. . .  286,000 

Total . . . . 

.  2, 404, 500 

2, 484, 200 

4, 888, 700 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Water  supply. . . 

Recreation . . . . 

.  3,111,500 

.  1,320,000 

.  2,255,800 

156, 700 
1,908, 400 
1,610, 900 

3,268, 200 
3, 228, 400 
3, 866, 700 

Total . 

.  6,687,300 

3, 676,  000 

10, 363, 300 

1  Includes  $105,100  allocated  to  water  supply  and  $314,700  for  recreation,  both  a  non-Federal  responsibility. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — Millican,  2.8;  N avasota  No.  2,  1.5;  total,  2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Reimburse  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  stor¬ 
age,  estimated  at  $65,987,200  for  construction  and  $105,100  annually 
for  operation,  maintenance  and  replacements;  obtain  all  water  rights 
necessary  for  operation  of  the  project  in  the  interest  of  water  supply; 
hold  and  save  free  from  damages  due  to  water-rights  claims;  and 
administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement;  repay  one-half  the  separable  cost  allocated  to 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  estimated  at  $4,305,000, 
and  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities  estimated  at  $314,700.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  The  Department  noted  that  the 
corps  had  not  relied  upon  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service’s  estimate 
of  fishing  and  hunting  benefits  but  had  prepared  an  independent 
estimate.  As  a  result  of  further  coordination  with  the  Bureau  of 
Sports  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  concerning  fishing  and  wildlife 
matters,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  has  reevaluated  the  general  recrea¬ 
tion  and  the  fish  and  wildlife  recreation  benefits  attributable  to 
the  recommended  plan.  However,  adoption  of  these  revised  annual 
benefits  does  not  significantly  affect  the  evaluation  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  F avorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  recommends  immediate  authorization  of  the 
Millican  and  Navasota  No.  2  Reservoirs  although  the  latter  is  not  re¬ 
quired  until  about  the  year  2010.  The  Bureau  states  that  although 
there  is  no  objection  to  early  authorization  of  the  Navasota  No.  2 
project,  it  recommends  that  a  restudy  be  completed  and  approved  by 
the  President  prior  to  construction  of  the  project.  The  Bureau  sug¬ 
gests  the  following  amendment  to  legislation  for  this  project: 

Provided ,  That  construction  of  the  Navasota  No.  2  Reser¬ 
voir  shall  not  be  initiated  until  the  President  has  approved  a 
report  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  reexamin¬ 
ing  the  basis  on  which  the  project  was  formulated. 
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Subject  to  consideration  of  its  views,  tlie  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no 
objection  to  submission  of  the  report. 

Remarks. — The  project  as  recommended  is  essential  to  the  continued 
economic  development  of  the  basin  and  it  is  noted  that  each  of  the  two 
reservoirs  in  the  system  would  be  incrementally  and  independently 
justified.  In  view  of  this,  and  in  consideration  of  other  factors,  the  com¬ 
mittee  feels  that  the  Navasota  No.  2  Reservoir  should  be  constructed 
first  rather  than  last.  This  would  lower  the  estimated  Federal  cost  for 
the  first  increment  of  the  project. 

Nishnabotna  River  and  Tributaries  at  Exira,  Iowa 
(H.  Doc.  142,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Nishnabotna  River  is  a  left-bank  tributary  of  the 
Missouri  River  located  principally  in  southwestern  Iowa.  Davids 
Creek  is  a  headwater  tributary  that  rises  about  15  miles  northeast  of 
Exira  and  flows  southeasterly  through  the  town  and  joins  the  East 
Nishnabotna  River  about  1  mile  downstream. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Flood  Control  Committee 
adopted  June  21, 1944. 

Existing  'project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  Federal  flood 
control  projects  in  or  near  Exira. 

Flood  'problem. — Exira  is  subject  to  flooding  from  flows  on  Davids 
Creek  that  exceed  the  present  bankful  capacity  as  a  result  of  storms 
with  high  intensity  rainfall.  The  maximum  flood  of  record,  July  1  and 
2,  1958,  inundated  about  340  acres  in  Exira,  causing  the  loss  of  nine 
lives  and  damages  estimated  at  $650,000  as  well  as  causing  the  loss  of 
life  and  high  damages  in  other  portions  of  the  East  Nishnabotna 
Basin. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  an  earthfill 
dam  on  Davids  Creek  about  one-half  mile  upstream  from  Exira  hav¬ 
ing  a  height  of  62'  feet  above  the  valley  floor  and  a  crest  length  of  1,800 
feet.  The  reservoir  formed  by  the  dam  would  provide  60,000  acre- feet 
of  storage,  including  21,100  acre-feet  for  flood  control,  4,400  acre-feet 
for  recreational  purposes,  4,100  acre-feet  for  sediment  storage,  and 
30,400  acre-feet  for  surcharge  storage. 


Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  196Jp 


Federal _ $2,  040,  000 

Non-Fed  eral _  (*) 


Total  _  2,040,000 

iNon-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  $160,500  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

Maintenance  and  operation... . 

. .  $79,900  . 

.  3, 000 

$12, 700 

$79,900 

15,700 

Total. . . . . . 

.  82, 900 

12,700 

95, 600 
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Annual  benefits : 

Flood  damages  prevented - $: ,  700 

Damages  to  future  developments - ,  300 

Recreation _  ,  400 

Wildlife  enhancement -  ,  300 


Total _ 1  ,700 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  wit!  rec¬ 
reation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  aw, 
presently  estimated  at  $160,500  and  $12,700,  respectively;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  obtain  water  right  for 
storage  and  resolve  any  conflicts  in  water  rights;  inform  affecte  in¬ 
terests  that  project  will  not  eliminate  flooding  from  the  East  Ni  na- 
botna  River.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  teet 
these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration:  Favo  ble. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Ho  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federalist 
for  this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  b  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submittig  to 
3’ou  a  draft  bid  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  965 
would  apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President  in¬ 
structions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  projet  as 
unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  raft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — A  severe  flood  hazard  exists  at  Exira  and  in  the  last 
Nishnabotna  Basin.  The  record  flood  which  occurred  in  1958,  cased 
about  $650,000  in  damages  and  the  loss  of  nine  lives  in  Exira  The 
project  is  urgently  needed  to  prevent  a  recurrence  of  such  devast;  ion. 

Norwalk  River  Basin,  Conn,  and  N.Y. 

(S.  Doc.  51, 90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Norwalk  River  is  a  tributary  to  Long  Island  Soun<  and 
lies  mainly  in  southwestern  Connecticut  and  partially  in  southeatern 
New  York. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Senate  Public  Works  om- 
mittee  on  September  14, 1955. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  cotrol 
project  on  Norwalk  River  consists  of  1,700  feet  of  channel  impove- 
ment  below  the  Merritt  Parkway  in  Norwalk.  The  Soil  Consen  tion 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  an  authorized  v  ter- 
shed  work  plan  for  the  upper  basin  including  five  small  reseroirs, 
land  treatment  measures,  and  about  2  miles  of  channel  improvment 
in  Wilton. 

Flood  problem. — Upon  completion  of  the  authorized  watered 
work  plan,  a  serious  flood  problem  will  still  exist  downstreai  be¬ 
low  the  center  of  Wilton  and  in  Norwalk.  Major  floods  are  usally 
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the  result  of  intense  rainfall  and  inadequate  channel  capacities.  A 
recurrence  of  the  record  flood  would  now  cause  damages  estimated 
at  $7,800,000. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — The  project  consists  of  about 
10,000  feet  of  channel  improvement  through  Wilton  and  Norwalk, 
together  with  dikes,  floodwalls  and  an  interior  drainage  system.  Four 
bridges  crossing  the  river  would  be  modified. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level ) 

Federal - $2,  700,  000 

Non- Federal -  1,  600,  000 

Total -  4,300,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

.  $88, 500 

. .  0 

$52,  500 

4,  000 

$141,000 

4,000 

Total . 

. .  88,500 

56,  500 

145, 000 

Annual  benefits  :  Damages  prevented _ $193,  200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation.-— Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  riglits-of- 
way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain 
and  operate  all  works  in  accordance  with  regulations  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army ;  accomplish  all  necessary  relocations ;  and,  prevent 
encroachments  on  the  unproved  channels.  Local  interests  are  willing 
to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  cmd  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Transportation :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  Connecticut :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of '  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost 
for  this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967,  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accoi’dance  with  the  President’s  instruc- 
tions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  proj ect  as  un¬ 
authorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legisla¬ 
tion  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  pi'oject  will  protect  highly  developed  urban  and 
industrial  lands  in  Norwalk  and  Welton,  Conn.,  which  would  be  sub¬ 
jected  to  an  estimated  $8  million  in  damages  with  a  recurrence  of  the 
largest  past  flood. 


96-701—68- 
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Pa  pillion  Creek  and  Tributaries,  Nebraska 
(H.  Doc.  349,90th  Cong.) 


Location. — Papillion  Creek  and  tributaries  are  located  in  the  east¬ 
ern  portion  of  the  State  of  Nebraska.  The  basin  drains  an  area  of  402 
square  miles  including  in  the  Metropolitan  Omaha  area. 

Authority.— Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  June  22,  and  September  3, 1964,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — A  Federal  channel  clearing  and  snagging  project 
along  the  lower  reaches  of  Papillion  Creek  was  completed  in  1966.  A 
Federal  channel  improvement  on  the  Little  Papillion  Creek  within  the 
city  of  Omaha,  authorized  by  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960,  is  scheduled 
for  completion  in  1968.  The  Missouri  River  agriculture  levee  unit 
No.  R-613,  which  will  tie  back  along  Papillion  Creek  and  provide  pro¬ 
tection  from  high  Missouri  River  stages,  is  in  design  stage. 

Flood  problem. — The  predominant  cause  of  floods  in  the  basin  is 
runoff  from  high-intensity  thunderstorms  which  produce  sudden  floods 
and  extensive  damage,  particularly  in  the  urban  portions  of  the  lower 
basin.  During  the  1964  flood,  seven  persons  lost  their  lives  by  drowning. 
The  extent  of  flood  damages  and  the  potential  threat  to  life  can  be 
expected  to  become  progressively  more  severe  as  urbanization  of  the 
area  increases.  Water-based  recreational  opportunities  are  presently 
inadequate  and  water  quality  control  is  needed  to  insure  against  fur¬ 
ther  deterioration  of  stream  quality. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  multiple- 
purpose  system  of  21  rolled,  earth-fill  dams  and  reservoirs  for  flood 
control,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  and  water  quality 
control.  Each  component  reservoir  of  the  system  provides  storage 
capacity  for  flood  control  and  recreation  purposes  and  eight  of  the 
larger  reservoirs  provide  additional  storage  for  water  quality  con¬ 
trol.  Individual  dams  control  drainage  areas  ranging  in  size  from  2 
to  33  square  miles,  vary  in  embankment  heights  from  40  to  74  feet, 
and  provide  a  total  of  4.434  acres  of  stable  water  surface  area  for 
varied  recreational  use. 


Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  1967 ) 


Federal 


$26,  800,  000 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


AnnuaTcharges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement. 


$964,300  . . 

92, 000  $226, 300 


$964, 300 
358, 300 


Total 


1,056, 300 


266, 300 


1,322,  600 


Ill 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _ $1,  606,  000 

Water  quality  control _  10,  700 

Recreation _  630,  500 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement _  359,  600 


Total _  2,606,800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2. 

Local  cooperation. — 


Flood  control  and  water  quality  control:  Maintain  existing 
channels  to  keep  them  free  from  obstructions  downstream  from 
the  damsites;  insure  that  all  new  bridge  construction  or  future 
modification  of  existing  bridges  shall  have  adequate  hydraulic 
capacity ;  provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  preventing  unwise 
and  uneconomical  future  development  of  the  flood  plain ;  exercise, 
to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against  removal 
of  streamflow  made  available  for  water  quality  control;  and  in¬ 
demnify  the  United  States  against  water  rights  claims. 

Recreation:  Administer  project  lands  and  water  areas;  repay 
one-half  of  the  separable  first  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  estimated  at  $1,866,000;  and  oper¬ 
ate,  maintain,  and  replace  lands  and  facilities  for  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  estimated  at  $266,300  annually. 

Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these 
requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Transportation :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Nebraska :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  seven  of  the  21  reservoirs  proposed  currently  show  construc¬ 
tion  costs  for  recreation  to  be  in  excess  of  remaining  reservoir  costs, 
which  is  inconsistent  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 
The  Bureau  also  notes  that  three  of  the  reservoirs  currently  show  costs 
higher  than  benefits.  The  Bureau  believes  that,  the  significance  of  these 
three  reservoirs  in  the  prevention  of  hazard  to  life  has  not  been  demon¬ 
strated.  Therefore,  the  Bureau  recommends  against  authorization  of 
these  three  reservoirs.  Further,  the  Bureau  states  that  nonstructural 
alternative  measures  to  reduce  flood  damage  become  especially  im¬ 
portant  when  structural  measures  are  not  economically  justified,  and 
that  the  corps  should  determine  if  the  size  and  scope  of  the  proposed 
plan  should  be  modified  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  be¬ 
tween  structural  works,  flood  plain  regulation,  and  a  broad  flood  plain 
management  program.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  that 
the  following  language  be  included  in  the  proposed  river  and  harbors 
and  flood  control  bill  with  respect  to  this  project : 

Provided ,  That  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  will  prepare  an  analysis  of  benefits  and  costs 
of  the  individual  reservoirs  to  assure  that  each  reservoir  is  eco¬ 
nomically  justified,  including  such  reformulation  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 
Subject  to  consideration  of  the  above,  the  Bureau  advises  there  would 
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be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  the 
Congress. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  multiple-purpose  system  of  reservoirs  will 
preclude  the  continued  threat  to  life  and  high  monetary  losses  now 
due  to  a  lack  of  adequate  protection  in  the  Omaha  area.  Recent  exten¬ 
sive  development  necessitates  flood  control  works  in  addition  to  those 
previously  authorized. 

Park  River  Basin,  Conn. 

(S.  Doc.  43,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Park  River  is  formed  by  the  confluence  of  the  north 
and  south  branches  of  the  Park  River  in  the  west-central  portion  of  the 
City  of  Hartford,  Conn. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  on  October  16, 1961. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project  consists 
of  4,000  feet  of  concrete  wall,  3,500  feet  of  dikes,  five  stoplog  structures, 
three  pressure  conduits,  five  pumping  stations,  and  appurtenant  drain¬ 
age  facilities.  Work  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  includes  eight  floodwater-retarcling  structures 
and  9.2  miles  of  channel  improvement  in  the  south  branch.  Local  inter¬ 
ests  have  enclosed  about  7,200  feet  of  Cemetery  Brook  in  a  conduit  and 
have  improved  about  3,700  feet  of  channel  on  Trout  Brook. 

Flood  problem. — The  Park  River  Basin  is  a  susceptible  to  destruc¬ 
tive  flooding  from  heavy  rainfall  or  a  combination  of  heavy  rainfall 
and  melting  snow.  It  is  estimated  that  a  recurrence  of  the  record  flood 
of  August  1955  would  cause  losses  estimated  at  $6,750,000  under  cur¬ 
rent  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  construction  of 
four  sections  of  conduit,  concrete  headwalls  at  the  entrance  of  the 
north  branch  conduit  extension,  an  auxiliary  conduit  from  the  junction 
structure  to  the  Connecticut  River,  and  a  pumping  station  near  River¬ 
side  Street. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1965) 

Federal  _ $30,300,000 

Non-Federal _  800,  000 

Total _  31, 100,  000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

.  $1, 037, 000 

.  0 

$28,  000 

65,  000 

$1, 065, 000 
65,  000 

Total. . 

.  1, 037, 000 

93, 000 

1, 130,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ $1,  29S,  000 

Reduction  in  maintenance  of  bridges _  10,  000 

Parking  benefits _  112,  000 


Total -  1,  420,  000 
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b  Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and 
operation  of  the  works,  including  lands  for  pumping  stations  and  spoil 
disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army;  upon  completion  of  the  conduit  construction,  replace 
pavements,  sidewalks,  drainage,  and  other  appurtenances  at  Broad 
Street,  Flower  Street,  and  Laurel  Street,  and  bear  the  cost  of  removal, 
replacement,  and  modification  to  sewers,  drains,  utilities,  or  highways 
beyond  the  area  required  for  excavation  and  construction  of  the  proj¬ 
ects;  prevent  changes  in  the  headpool  ponding  areas  which  would 
decrease  the  effectiveness  of  the  improvements  and  if  ponding  areas 
and  capacities  are  impaired,  promptly  substitute  equivalent  storage 
capacity;  and  undertake  all  practicable  measures  to  control  pollution 
from  entering  the  Park  River  conduit  system.  Local  interests  have 
expressed  a  willingness  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  ojthe  Secretary  ojthe  Army. — The  Secretary  notes  that  the 
report  indicates  that  modification  of  the  existing  project  is  required 
because  of  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  buildup  which  has 
occurred  since  the  existing  project  was  constructed.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  will  cooperate  with  other  Federal  agencies,  in  compliance 
with  Executive  Order  No.  11296,  to  assist  non-Federal  agencies  in 
avoiding  uneconomic,  hazardous,  or  unnecessary  further  development 
of  the  flood  plain  which  would  create  a  demand  for  further  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  project. 

Remarks. — The  project  will  provide  urgently  needed  flood  protection 
to  downtown  areas  of  Hartford,  Conn.,  and  prevent  average  annual 
flood  damages  of  about  $1,400,000. 

Pascagoula  River  Comprehensive  Study — -Interim  Report 
on  Tallahala  Reservoir,  Miss. 

(H.  Doc.  143,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Tallahala  Creek,  in  the  Pascagoula  River  Basin,  drains 
649  square  miles  in  parts  of  Jasper,  Jones,  Forrest,  and  Perry  Counties 
in  Mississippi.  The  Tallahala  Dam  site  is  located  on  the  creek  in 
Jasper  County  82  stream-miles  above  the  mouth. 

Authority. — -Two  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions,  both 
adopted  March  14,  1961;  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions 
adopted  June  7  and  August  15,  1961. 

Existing  project. — The  only  completed  Corps  of  Engineers  flood 
control  project  in  the  Pascagoula  River  Basin  is  a  channel  improve¬ 
ment  project  on  Sowashee  Creek  at  Meridian,  Miss.  A  reservoir  is 
under  construction  on  Okatibbee  Creek  near  Meridian  for  flood  control, 
recreation,  water  supply,  and  water  quality  control. 
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Flood  problem. — -A  critical  flood  problem  exists  along  Tallahala 
Creek  in  the  rural  areas  and  at  Laurel,  Miss. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Multiple-purpose  dam  and 
reservoir  project  on  Tallahala  Creek,  82.1  miles  above  the  mouth,  for 
flood  control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and  general  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1965 ) 

Federal _  1  $16,  360,  000 

Non- Federal _  (*) 

Total _  16,  360,  000 

>  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  J4  the  separable  cost  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  currently  estimated  at  $1 ,830,000,  and  pay  the  cost  of  water  supply,  currently  established  at  $1,435,000. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

1  nterest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

_ _  $432, 000 

. . .  66,000 

$90, 000 

58, 000 

$522, 000 
124,  000 

Total.. . . 

.  498, 000 

148, 000 

646,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  $696,  000 

Water  quality  control _  244,  000 

Water  supply _  168,  000 

General  recreation _  503,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  93,  000 

Area  redevelopment _  144,  000 


Total _  1,  S4S,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio  {including  AR A  benefits). — 2.9. 

Benefit-cost  ratio  ( excluding  ARA  benefits). — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  as  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  pay  one-half  of  separable  first  cost  of  project 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  ($1,830,000) ; 
bear  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  areas  and  facilities  (49,000);  pay  project  cost 
allocated  to  water  supply  ($1,435,000),  and  operation  and  maintenance 
costs  thereof  ($9,000) ;  obtain  water  rights  needed  for  water  and  use 
water  in  a  manner  consistent  with  law;  prevent  encroachment  and 
obstruction  that  would  interfere  with  project;  and  comply  with  and 
enforce  conditions  relating  to  water  quality  control.  Local  interests 
have  expressed  willingness  and  ability  to  provide  the  items  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Mississippi:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget:  No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  project  is  needed  to  meet  the  water 
supply  and  recreational  needs  of  the  area  and  is  compatible  with  the 
overall  program  for  water  resource  development  in  the  Pascagoula 
River  Basin. 
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Pecan  Bayou,  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  350,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Pecan  Bayou,  with  a  drainage  area  of  2,200  square  miles, 
is  a  tributary  of  the  Colorado  River  near  the  center  of  Texas.  Principal 
tributary  streams  are  Jim  Ned  Creek,  Hords  Creek,  Adams  Branch, 
and  Willis  Creek. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  October  8,  1945. 

Existing  project. — Lake  Brownwood  was  constructed  by  local 
interests  in  1932.  Enlargement  of  the  lake  for  flood  control  and  addi¬ 
tional  conservation  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1941 
and  1944.  Channel  improvements  have  been  constructed  on  Willis 
and  South  Willis  Creeks  at  the  city  of  Brownwood.  Hords  Creek 
Dam  upstream  from  Coleman  was  completed  in  1948. 

Flood,  problem. — The  flood  plains  investigated  are  along  Pecan  Bayou 
and  Jim  Ned  Creek,  along  the  Lake  Brownwood  shoreline,  along 
Adams  Branch  and  Willis  Creek  at  the  city  of  Brownwood,  and  along 
about  80  miles  of  the  Colorado  River.  The  investigated  flood  plain 
segments  involve  a  total  stream  distance  of  243  miles  and  a  total  area 
of  71,537  acres.  The  average  annual  damages  within  the  investigated 
flood  plains  are  estimated  at  $982,100.  The  dam  at  Lake  Brownwood  is 
considered  inadequate  and  the  spillway  should  be  enlarged  for  safety 
reasons.  There  is  a  need  for  additional  sources  of  water  for  municipal 
use  and  for  quality  control. 

Recommended  plan  oj improvement. — It  is  recommended  that  the  plan 
for  enlarging  Lake  Brownwood  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Acts 
of  August  18,  1941,  and  December  22,  1944,  be  deauthorized  and  that 
a  multiple-purpose  plan  of  improvement  for  the  Pecan  Bayou  water¬ 
shed,  Texas,  be  authorized  to  provide  for  construction  of  the  following: 
Protective  measures  for  Lake  Brownwood  Dam  for  purposes  of  flood 
control  and  water  supply;  channel  improvements  along  Pecan  Bayou 
in  the  vicinity  of  Brownwood,  Tex. ;  Pecan  Bayou  Reservoir  on  Pecan 
Bayou  upstream  from  existing  Lake  Brownwood  for  purposes  of  flood 
control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and  fish  and  wildlife  and 


general  recreation. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1963  prices) 

Federal _ 1  $24,  861,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  682,  000 

Total _  31,  543,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  amounts  currently  estimated  $2,186,000  for 
water  supply  and  $1,172,500  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Construction  costs 

Reconstructed  Lake  Brownwood _ $7,  300,  000 

Pecan  Bayou  Reservoir _  10,  520,  000 

Pecan  Bayou  Channel _  13,  723,  000 

Total  cost  of  project _  31,  543,  000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . .  $822,200  $221,000  $1,043,200 

Maintenance  and  operation. . . .  70,500  151,500  222,000 


Total .  892,700  372,500  1,265,200 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ $1,  820,  400 

Water  supply _  386,  300 

Water  quality  control _  29,  400 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _  676,  800 


Total _ _ _  2,  912,  900 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.3. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Lake  Brown  wood  Dam  protective  measures:  Retain  owner¬ 
ship,  maintain  the  project,  operate  the  flood  control  features,  and 
bear  all  annual  maintenance  and  operation  costs,  subject  to 
reimbursement  by  the  Federal  Government  for  annual  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation  costs  allocated  to  flood  control;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  reimburse  that  portion 
of  the  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply.  Toward 
this  amount,  local  interests  would  be  given  credit  for  the  esti¬ 
mated  value  of  existing  lands  and  easements,  and  usable  appur¬ 
tenances  at  Lake  Brownwood. 

Pecan  Bayou  Reservoir:  Obtain  all  water  rights  necessary  for 
operation  of  the  project  in  the  interests  of  water  supply,  including 
water  quality  control;  repay  the  project  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply,  exclusive  of  water  quality  control,  presently  estimated 
at  $2,1S6,000  for  construction  and  $19,500  for  operation  and 
maintenance;  bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  such  amounts  currently 
estimated  at  $1,172,500  and  $40,000,  respectively. 

Pecan  Bayou  Channel.— Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  provide  all  relocations  of  buildings,  utilities,  bridges  and  roads, 
sewers,  pipelines,  channel  dams,  and  other  alterations  of  existing 
improvements;  hold  and  save;  maintain  and  operate;  provide  assur¬ 
ances  that  encroachments  within  the  channels  and  rights-of-way  will 
not  be  permitted;  provide  designated  fill  areas  for  the  disposal  of 
excess  material  from  the  channel  excavation  work,  the  areas  to  be 
within  reasonable  haul  distance  of  the  project  (approximately  5  miles) 
or  cost  for  excessive  haul  distance  must  be  borne  by  local  interests; 
agree  to  publicize  flood  plain  information  in  the  area  concerned  and  to 
provide  this  information  to  zoning  and  other  regulatory  agencies  and 
public  information  media  for  their  guidance  and  appropriate  action. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these 
requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Commented  concerning  the 
methodology  and  evaluation  of  fish  and  wildlife  benefits  by  the 
corps.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  that  the  corps  estimates, 
which  are  based  upon  experienced  visitation  at  existing  and 
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comparable  projects  in  the  geographical  region,  are  conservative 
and  the  method  of  computing  fish  and  wildlife  benefits  was 
intended  to  express  the  additional  value  associated  with  hunting 
and  fishing  activities  that  result  from  the  project. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  work  is  a  needed  modification  of  a 
previously  authorized  project.  The  proposed  plan  is  recommended 
for  authorization  to  serve  the  needs  of  the  area  for  flood  control, 
water  supply,  water  quality  control,  and  fish  and  wildlife  and  general 
recreation.  The  project  will  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  existing 
Lake  Brownwood  Dam. 

Rappahannock  River,  Salem  Church  Reservoir,  Va. 

(S.  Doc.  37,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  northeastern  Virginia,  6  miles  upstream  from 
F  red  ericksburg . 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
June  30,  1955. 

Existing  project. — No  flood  control  projects  have  been  constructed 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  Rappahannock  River  Basin.  The 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1946  authorized  the  Salem  Church  project  for 
flood  control  and  hydroelectrical  power,  with  the  power  pool  to  be 
maintained  at  an  elevation  not  to  exceed  220  feet  mean  sea  level. 

Flood  problem. — Large  losses  from  flooding  occur  to  residential, 
commercial,  and  industrial  development  in  Fredericksburg  and  resi¬ 
dential  development  in  the  community  of  Falmouth,  Va.  Gasoline 
fires  resulting  from  spillage  from  bulk  plants  in  Fredericksburg  during 
the  1942  flood  threatened  life  and  property.  There  also  is  a  need  for 
water  supply  and  water  quality  control. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Salem  Church  Darn  and  Reser¬ 
voir  on  Rappahannock  River,  Va.,  for  recreation,  hydropower,  water 
quality  control,  water  supply,  and  flood  control;  Fredericksburg  Dam 
and  Reservoir  for  reregulation  of  power  flows;  and  that  following  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  project,  detailed  investigations  and  designs  be  made 
for  the  purpose  of  accurately  defining  the  project  lands  required;  that 
advance  acquisition  be  made  of  such  lands  as  may  be  required  to 
preserve  the  site  against  incompatible  developments  and  that  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  be  authorized  to  participate  in  the  construction  or 
reconstruction  of  transportation  and  utility  facilities  in  advance  of 
project  construction  as  required  to  preserve  such  areas  from  encroach¬ 
ment  and  avoid  increased  costs  for  relocations.  Recommendation 
includes  proviso  that  the  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  the  recreation  features 
of  the  reservoir  may  be  modified  in  accordance  with  the  alternatives 
provided  in  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  dependent 
upon  the  intentions  of  non-Federal  interests  regarding  participation 
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in  the  costs  of  those  features  at  the  time  of  construction  and  sub¬ 
sequent  thereto,  and  that  appropriate  adjustments  reflecting  such 
modifications  may  be  made  in  the  allocation  of  costs  to  other  project 
purposes. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  October  1965) 

Federal _ 1  $79,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _ 


Total _ _ _  79,500,000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  amounts  currently  estimated  at  $5,800,000  for 
water  supply  and  $0,633,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

.  $2,213,000 

$339, 000 
413,  000 

$2,  552,  000 
819, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . 

.  406, 000 

Subtotal . . 

Land  productivity  loss . 

.  2,619,000 

752,  000 

3, 371,000 
93, 000 

Total . 

3, 464, 000 

Annual  benefits 

Flood  control _  $157,  000 

Water  supply _  340,  000 

Water  quality  control _  2,  097,  000 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement _  2,  990,  000 

Hydropower _  1,  706,  000 


Total _  7,  290,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  Cooperation. — -Establish  encroachment  lines  downstream  of 
the  dams  to  permit  efficient  reservoir  operation;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  water-rights  claims  resulting 
from  construction  and  operation  of  the  project;  contribute  to  the 
control  of  pollution  of  the  stream  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation 
by  adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at 
their  source;  exercise  to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control 
against  removal  of  stream  flow  made  available  for  water  quality  control 
including  salinity  control;  repay  all  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  presently 
estimated  at  $5,800,000  for  construction  and  $39,000  annually  for 
operation,  maintenance,  and  major  replacements;  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act:  (a)  administer  project 
land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement; 
(b)  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user 
fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  construction  cost  of 
project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  as 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  presently  estimated  at 
$6,633,000,  of  which  $1,433,000  would  be  initial  costs  for  lands  and 
facilities  and  $5,200,000  would  be  future  costs  for  facilities;  and  (c) 
bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  incurred 
therefor,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  presently 
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estimated  at  $374,000  annually  for  both  initial  and  future  installations 
of  facilities.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  has  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  the  Congress  but  considers 
that  the  costs  of  salinity  control  should  be  allocated  to  the  enhance¬ 
ment  of  commercial  fisheries  rather  than  to  water  quality  control. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
recognizes  that  water  quality  improvements  will  benefit  commercial 
fisheries;  however,  lie  points  out  that  these  benefits  are  also  considered 
to  be  general  in  nature  and  the  allocation  suggested  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  would  have  no  significant  effect  on  the  cost  sharing. 
He  also  recommends  that  pumped  storage  power  facilities  be  included 
if  found  to  be  economically  feasible  during  the  planning  process  and 
such  inclusion  is  approved  by  him. 

Remarks. — This  project  will  provide  flood  protection  to  the  com¬ 
munities  of  Fredericksburg  and  Falmouth,  Va.,  afford  excellent 
water-based  recreational  opportunities  for  the  general  public,  im¬ 
prove  water  quality  in  the  river  and  estuary  and  markedly  improve 
oyster  production,  meet  the  water  supply  needs  of  Fredericksburg 
and  surrounding  counties,  and  generate  hydroelectric  [lower. 

St.  Francis  Basin,  Ark.  and  Mo. 

(Local  Cooperation  Requirements) 

(S.  Doc.  11,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  St.  Francis  River  Basin  comprises  an  area  of  about 
5,200  square  miles  in  southeast  Missouri  and  northeast  Arkansas. 

Authority. — Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public 
Law  89-298). 

Existing  project. — The  St.  Francis  Basin  project,  a  part  of  the 
overall  plan  for  flood  control  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries, 
provides  for  a  plan  for  flood  control  and  drainage  including  Wappapello 
Reservoir,  leveed  floodways,  channel  improvements,  and  water  control 
structures.  The  improvements  authorized  in  the  1965  Flood  Control 
Act  consist  of  channel  improvements. 

Problem. — The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  review  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation  for  the  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin 
authorized  in  the  1965  Flood  Control  Act  with  particular  reference  to 
Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing.  The  local  cooperation  require¬ 
ment  for  the  improvements  authorized  prior  to  the  1965  Flood  Control 
Act  consists  only  of  maintenance  of  levees.  This  local  cooperation  was 
authorized  by  the  Food  Control  Act  of  1946.  The  cooperation  for  the 
improvements  authorized  by  the  1965  Flood  Control  Act,  subject  to 
this  review  of  the  cost-sharing  requirements,  would  require  local 
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interests  to  provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion,  and  make  all  necessary  relocations  to  highway 
bridges.  This  cooperation  is  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report  printed  in  House  Document 
30S,  88th  Congress,  in  1964. 

Recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. — The  Chief  of  Engineers 
recommends  that  the  local  cooperation  for  the  1965  works  conform  to 
those  of  the  previously  authorized  project  under  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1946,  which  limits  the  local  cooperation  to  maintenance  of 
project  levees.  This  recommendation  is  based  on  the  high  degree  of 
local  responsibility  exercised  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin  in  the  past  and 
the  aspects  of  equity  involved  in  a  judgment  on  a  matter  of  this 
nature. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
comments  as  follows:  "Your  transmittal  letter  points  out  that  an 
objective  of  the  1964  report  was  the  establishment  of  cost-sharing 
policies  in  the  lower  Mississippi  Valley  consistent  with  those  followed 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  reason  for 
favored  treatment  of  local  interests  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin  or  else- 
Avhere  in  the  lower  Mississippi  Valley  relative  to  other  regions  of  the 
United  States.  Hence,  we  believe  that  relieving  local  interests  in  the 
St.  Francis  Basin  of  costs  which  local  interests  bear  in  other  regions 
of  the  country  is  inequitable  and  discriminatory. 

“Accordingly,  while  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
proposed  report,  we  strongly  favor  the  1964  position  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  support  of  a  uniform  policy  of  local  cost  sharing,  rather 
than  the  position  reflected  in  the  1966  report.” 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.— The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
in  his  letter  transmitting  the  Chief  of  Engineers’  report  to  Congress, 
comments:  "In  the  course  of  considering  the  points  made  in  the  in¬ 
closed  report,  the  Congress  should  note  that  the  recommendation 
made  therein  is  a  reversal  of  a  position  taken  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  his  1964  report  on  the  entire  lower  Mississippi  Valley. 

“The  restudy  which  led  to  the  1964  report  had  as  one  of  its  goals 
the  object  of  establishing  cost-sharing  policies  which  would  be  con¬ 
sistent  among  the  several  river  basins  forming  the  lower  Mississippi 
Valley  and  with  those  followed  elsewhere  in  the  United  States.  The 
1964  recommendation  concerning  cost  sharing  was  consistent  with 
that  goal.  The  1966  recommendation  is  inconsistent  with  it  and,  if 
approved  by  the  Congress,  will  relieve  local  interests  in  this  one 
river  basin  of  a  cost-sharing  obligation  uniformly  imposed  throughout 
the  United  States. 

"The  only  reason  cited  for  favored  treatment  of  local  interests 
in  the  St.  Francis  Basin  is  that  this  seems  equitable  in  the  light  of 
very  large  local  contributions  to  antiflood  measures  in  the  past.  Over 
the  30  years  beginning  in  1936,  local  interests  in  the  St.  Francis  have 
contributed  about  48  percent  of  the  total  spent  on  flood  protection, 
against  a  nationwide  average  of  25  percent.  However,  in  the  last 
10  years,  the  St.  Francis  local  effort  has  aggregated  only  17  percent — 
or  well  below  the  national  average.  Congress  must  judge  where  the 
equities  lie  in  this  situation,  but  it  is  my  view  that  the  argument  for 
rejecting  the  standard  cost-sharing  formula  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin 
is  not  at  all  persuasive.” 
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Estimated  cost.—-' The  first  cost  of  the  responsibilities  with  which 
this  report  is  concerned  is  $7,760,000,  and  the  annual  maintenance 
cost  is  $84,000,  based  on  1965  prices. 

Remarks. — The  Chief  of  Engineers  recommends  the  local  co¬ 
operation  for  the  project  works  authorized  in  1965  be  modified  to 
conform  to  that  of  the  project  authorized  by  the  1946  Flood  Control 
Act.  In  view  of  the  very  large  local  contribution  for  flood  protection 
measures  in  the  past,  the  committee  considers  this  to  be  an  appropriate 
adjustment. 

South  Branch  Wild  Rice  River,  Felton  Ditch,  Minn. 

(H.  Doc.  98,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  South  Branch  of  the  Wild  Rice  River  and  Felton 
Ditch  are  located  in  west-central  Minnesota.  These  streams  are 
tributaries  of  the  Wild  Rice  River,  an  eastern  tributary  of  the  Red 
River  of  the  North. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  15,  1950.  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
June  27  and  July  19,  1950. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control 
projects  in  the  South  Branch  or  Felton  Ditch  watersheds.  The  corps 
has  constructed  a  channel  improvement  in  the  lower  Wild  Rice  and 
Marsh  Rivers,  and  done  channel  clearing  on  the  lower  Wild  Rice 
River  below  the  lower  limit  of  the  earlier  improvement. 

Flood  problem. — Rapid  runoff  from  the  South  Branch  Wild  Rice 
River  and  Felton  Ditch  Basins  overflow  the  streambanks,  causing 
extensive  crop  damage  and  related  agricultural  losses.  Flood  damages 
also  occur  to  farm  buildings,  roads  and  bridges,  and  losses  result  from 
erosion,  sedimentation,  and  weed  infestation. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Snagging  and  clearing  South 
Branch  of  Wild  River  between  miles  17.2  and  14.5,  enlarging  the  chan¬ 
nel  between  mile  14.5  and  the  mouth;  enlarging  Felton  Ditch  between 
mile  17.7  and  the  mouth;  together  with  drop  structures,  low  dikes, 
and  related  work  at  certain  locations. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  February  1965) 

Federal _ _ _ _ - _ $1,  230,  000 

Non-Federal _  222,  000 

Total _ _ _  1,452,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federa  1 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

. .  $49,  000 

$8, 800 

5,  500 

$57, 800 
5,  500 

Maintenance  and  operation . 

Total . 

. .  49, 000 

14, 300 

63,300 
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Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _  $271,  500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  provide  all  necessary  relocations  and  local  betterments;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate 
project  works;  prevent  encroachments  on  rights-of-way  and  improve¬ 
ments;  organize  properly  constituted  legal  entity  to  cooperate  with 
Federal  Government;  provide  local  cooperation  and  associated  works 
necessary  for  full  realization  of  benefits.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Since  the  Federal  cost  for 
this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967  submitting  to  you  a 
draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  would 
apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s  instructions 
referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project  as  unauthorized 
unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft  legislation  trans¬ 
mitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  project  will  protect  about  120,000  acres  of  agricul¬ 
tural  lands  from  frequent  flooding  and  will  prevent  average  annual 
damages  of  about  $640,000. 

Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  Ky. 

(H.  Doc.  340,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Southwestern  Jefferson  County  is  bordered  b}r  the  Ohio 
River  on  the  west  and  the  Louisville  metropolitan  area  on  the  north. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
May  18,  1964  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  23,  1964. 

Existing  projects. — There  are  no  existing  flood  control  projects  in 
the  problem  area. 

Flood  problems. — The  major  problem  is  caused  by  overflow  from  the 
Ohio  River,  which  frequently  inundates  a  very  large  area  rapidly  being 
developed  for  urban  use.  There  are  already  about  40,000  residents  in 
the  flood  plain,  even  though  it  is  only  30-percent  developed.  A  re¬ 
currence  of  the  largest  past  flood,  that  of  1937,  would  now  cause 
damages  estimated  at  about  $51  million. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  a  long 
continuous  earth  levee  with  a  short  length  of  concrete  floodwall  running 
essentially  along  the  left  bank  of  the  Ohio  River  together  with  asso¬ 
ciated  interior  drainage  facilities  and  a  small  permanent  impoundment 
for  recreation  and  fishing. 
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Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  1966) 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 


1  $19,  800,  000 
3,  400,  000 


Total 


23,  200,  000 


*  Includes  $3,400,000  reimbursement  for  local  share  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  costs. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

1  nterest  and  amortization . . .  . . . 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement _ 

. 

$600,000 

$175, 000 
285, 000 

$775, 000 
285,  000 

Subtotal . . . 

Land  productivity  loss... . 

600,000 

460, 000 

1,060, 000 
39, 000 

Total.  . . . 

1,099, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  $1,  543,  000 

Recreation  and  F.  &  W.L.  enhancement _  600,  000 


Total _ _ _ _ _  2,143,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  including  sufficient 
interest  to  control  developments  in  ponding  areas  that  would  be 
subject  to  significant  damages  when  flooded;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  relocations  of  buildings  and  utilities,  highway 
bridges,  sewers,  related  and  special  facilities  and  local  betterments; 
prohibit  encroachment  on  improved  channels  and  ponding  areas  and, 
if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  substitute  storage 
capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  will  be  provided  promptly 
without  cost  to  the  United  States;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  all  water-rights  claims  which  may  result  from  construction 
and  operation  of  the  project;  effect  necessary  and  reasonable  measures 
to  prevent  or  control  pollution  to  the  extent  that  the  recreational 
opportunities  may  be  realized;  administer  project  land  and  water 
areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute 
in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest, 
one-half  the  separable  first  cost  of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  the  amount  involved  being  cur¬ 
rently  estimated  at  $3,400,000  including  $630,000  for  future  recreation; 
bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  lands  and 
facilities  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  an  annual 
amount  currently  estimated  at  $123,000  initially,  and  $209,000  ulti¬ 
mately.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  provide  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — 'The  Bureau  has  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  the  Congress  and  it  concurs  in  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army’s  recommendation  that  the  project  should  be 
reviewed  prior  to  construction  to  determine  if  the  size  and  scope 
should  be  modified  to  achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  between 
structural  works  and  flood  plain  regulation  and  management. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — -The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
recommends  that  the  project,  if  authorized,  be  reviewed  prior  to 
construction  to  determine  if  the  size  and  scope  should  be  modified  to 
achieve  the  most  practicable  balance  between  structural  works  and 
flood  plain  regulation  and  management. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  works  will  provide  protection  from  Ohio 
River  overflow  for  an  expanding  metropolitan  area. 

State  Road  and  Ebner  Coulees,  Wis. 

(H.  Doc.,  — ,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  the  city  of  La  Crosse  and  adjoining  Shelby  Township, 
west-central  Wisconsin,  with  drainage  into  the  Mississippi  River. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  on  May  10,  1962. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  projects  in  either  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Potentially  serious  flood  problems  have  existed  only 
during  the  last  several  years  as  a  result  of  the  recent  suburban  develop¬ 
ment.  It  is  estimated  that  a  25-year  discharge  frequency  flood  would 
cause  $1,452,000  damages  in  1970. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  project  consists  of  about  3 
miles  of  channel  improvement  and  diversion  works  with  associated 
structures,  plus  eight  new  street  bridges,  one  new  railroad  bridge,  and 
modifications  to  another  railroad  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  ( April  1966  price  level) 

Federal _  $6,  849,  000 

Non-Federal _  510,  000 

Total _ _ _  7,  359,  000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization .  $287,900  $21,500  $309,400 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ _ _  5,000  5,000 


Total. 


287, 900 


26, 500 


314,  400 


125 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  $442,  900 

Advance  bridge  replacement _  2,  600 


Total _  445,  500 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construc¬ 
tion;  maintain  and  operate  all  works;  accomplish  all  necessary  reloca¬ 
tions  and  alterations;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  improved  channels 
and  diversion  works;  and  in  the  event  of  future  developments  in  the 
marsh  beyond  the  downstream  terminus  of  the  Ebner  Coulee  diversion 
works,  maintain  a  sufficient  outlet  through  that  area;  provide  guidance 
in  use  of  flood  plain  management  techniques;  and  inform  affected 
interests  that  complete  flood  protection  will  not  be  provided.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — The  proposed  works  will  provide  protection  for  the 
expanding  metropolitan  area  of  La  Crosse  and  vicinity  where  control 
is  needed  due  to  increasingly  frequent  flooding. 

Sweetwater  River,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  148,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Sweetwater  River  Basin  comprises  219  square  miles 
in  the  coastal  region  of  San  Diego  County  in  southern  California. 
The  principal  developed  area,  the  area  under  consideration,  is  approxi¬ 
mately  6  miles  southeast  of  the  central  business  district  of  the  city 
of  San  Diego. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1941. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control. 

Flood  problem. . — Because  of  the  scarcity  of  land,  development  has 
been  taking  place  in  the  flood  plain  between  National  City  and  Chula 
Vista  in  the  face  of  great  potential  flood  damage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— Channel  improvements  and 
levees  as  part  of  a  combined  flood  control  and  highway  project  with 
the  improved  channel  flanked  along  much  of  its  length  by  freeway 
lanes.  The  improved  channel  would  extend  upstream  for  approxi¬ 
mately  3.4  miles  between  the  cities  of  Chula  Vista  and  National  City. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  June  196 if) 

Federal _ $4,  900,  000 

Non-Federal _  4,  300,  000 

Total _  9,  200,  000 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annua!  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

. . . . .  $160,500 

$160, 500 

30,  000 

$321,  000 
30,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

.  '  0 

Total . . . .  . . 

160,500 

190,  500 

351,  000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ $838,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way. 
Provide  all  necessary  construction,  modification,  or  relocation  of 
highways,  bridges,  utilities,  and  drainage  facilities.  Maintain  and 
operate  the  works  after  completion.  Hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages.  Adjust  all  water-rights  claims.  Prevent  any  ob¬ 
struction  or  encroachment  that  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying 
capacity  of  the  improved  channel.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Array. — Since  the  Federal  cost 
for  this  project  is  less  than  $10  million,  the  views  set  forth  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  of  January  6,  1967  submitting  to 
you  a  draft  bill  to  amend  section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
would  apply.  He  states  that,  “In  accordance  with  the  President’s 
instructions  referred  to  in  that  letter  we  would  consider  this  project 
as  unauthorized  unless  it  is  included  in  an  omnibus  bill  or  the  draft 
legislation  transmitted  by  my  letter  is  enacted.” 

Remarks. — The  proposed  works  are  part  of  a  combined  flood  control 
and  highway  project,  at  a  considerable  saving  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  recommended  improvements  will  provide  protection  to  a 
rapidly  urbanizing  area. 

Tanana  River  at  Fairbanks,  Alaska 
(S.  Doc.  89,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  city  of  Fairbanks,  located  in  central  Alaska,  is 
about  400  miles  nortli-northeast  of  Anchorage.  The  city  is  located 
between  the  Tanana  and  Chena  Rivers  about  10  miles  above  their 
confluence.  The  drainage  area  of  the  Tanana  and  Chena  Rivers  above 
Fairbanks  is  about  20,000  square  miles. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
January  6,  1965. 

Existing  project. — The  only  flood  control  project  constructed  by  the 
Federal  Government  is  the  existing  3-mile-long  diversion  dike  across 
the  upstream  Chena  Slough  in  the  vicinity  of  Moose  Creek  Butte. 
The  purpose  of  the  project  completed  in  1945  by  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
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neers  is  to  prevent  Tanana  River  flows  from  diverting  into  the  Chena 
River.  The  Flood  Control  Act  of  July  3,  1959,  authorized  construction 
of  a  dam  on  the  Chena  River  to  divert  flood  flows  into  the  Tanana 
River,  and  12  miles  of  levees  and  allied  works  at  Fairbanks.  Extensive 
development  in  the  area  of  the  diversion  channel  increased  the  project 
costs  and  the  authorized  project  was  considered  no  longer  suitable. 

Flood  problem. — The  major  flood  problem  at  Fairbanks  results  from 
overbank  flooding  of  the  Chena  and  Tanana  Rivers.  Flooding  is 
caused  by  large  snowmelt  runoff  during  the  spring  breakup  and  in  the 
summer  by  intense  rainstorms. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  dam  and  reservoir  on  the  main  Chena  River  for  flood 
control,  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  a  flood  control 
dam  and  detention  reservoir  on  the  Little  Chena  River,  and  a  levee 
system  along  the  north  bank  of  the  Tanana  River  extending  from 
Moose  Creek  Butte  downstream  to  the  mouth  of  the  Chena  River 
and  thence  5  miles  up  the  east  bank  of  the  Chena  River.  The  levee 
work  would  incorporate  and  enlarge  the  existing  Moose  Creek  levee. 

Estimated,  cost  ( 1967  price  level) 

Federal _  $111,  700,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  300,  000 

Total _  113,000,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization..  _  . . . . 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _ 

. .  $3,  891,000 

. .  261,000 

$56,  000 
144,  000 

$3,947,  000 
405,  000 

Total _ _ _ _ 

_  4, 152,  000 

200,  000 

4, 352,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ $11,  555,  000 

Recreation: 

General _ _ _  250,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  34,  000 


Total _  11,839,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction  of  the  levee  and  interior  drainage  works;  hold  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the  levee  and 
interior  drainage  works  after  completion;  accomplish  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  necessary  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  and 
utilities;  prevent  encroachment  on  channels  and  ponding  areas;  pro¬ 
vide  guidance  in  the  management  of  future  development  in  the  flood 
plain;  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement;  contribute  one-half  of  the  separable  cost 
of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  a  sum  presently  estimated  to  be  $735,000,  and  bear  all  costs 
for  operation,  maintenance  and  replacement  of  lands  and  facilities  for 
these  purposes.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
would  protect  the  Fairbanks  area  and  nearby  Fort  Wainwright  which 
suffered  damage  estimated  to  be  $95  million  in  August  1967  by  the 
largest  recorded  flood  in  the  history  of  central  Alaska.  Ninety-five 
percent  of  the  city  of  Fairbanks  was  flooded;  the  airbase  was  covered 
t>3~  water,  and  a  large  portion  of  the  base’s  structures  made  inoperable. 
At  the  time  this  disaster  struck,  the  committee  immediately  authorized 
a  special  on-site  investigation.  Investigation  showed  that  prompt 
flood  control  measures  were  needed.  The  committee  commends 
authorities  of  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  moving  expeditiously  to  review  the  revised 
proposed  Tanana  River  Basin  flood  control  project  study,  f  Residents 
of  the  Fairbanks  area  have  evidenced  their  desire  to  cooperate  to  the 
fullest.  Fairbanks  future  incorporates  its  being  the  industrial  gateway 
to  resource  development  in  the  Brooks  Range  and  western  Alaska. 
The  committee  considers  this  project  to  be  needed  and  to  be  eco¬ 
nomically  well  justified  and  believes  that  early  initiation  of  the  project 
is  desirable. 

Texas  City  and  Vicinity,  Texas  (La  Marque-Hitchcock  Exten¬ 
sion),  Hurricane  Flood  Protection 

(H.  Doc.  187,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Cities  of  Texas  City,  La  Marque,  and  Hitchcock 
adjoin  along  the  westerly  shore  of  Galveston  Bay  in  Galveston 
County,  Tex. 

Authority. — House  of  Representatives  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  adopted  May  10,  1962. 

Existing  project.  —The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  authorized  the 
construction  of  about  18  miles  of  new  and  enlarged  levees  and  flood- 
walls,  together  with  related  drainage  and  closure  structures,  a  naviga¬ 
tion  and  tidal  control  structure,  and  pumping  plants  to  provide 
protection  against  hurricane  tides  for  Texas  City  and  the  adjacent 
eastern  section  of  La  Marque.  Construction  of  the  hurricane  flood 
protection  project  was  initiated  in  1962.  A  flood  control  project  for 
Highland  Bayou,  Tex.,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965, 
provides  for  protection  from  upstream  flooding  to  Hitchcock  and  La 
Marque  by  improvement  of  the  Highland  Bayou  channel  and  con¬ 
struction  of  a  diversion  channel  following  generally  along  Basford 
Bayou  to  Jones  Bay. 

Flood  problem. — Severe  hurricanes  have  caused  tides  of  15  feet  above 
mean  sea  level  in  the  Galveston  Bay  area.  Hurricane  Carla  in  Septem¬ 
ber  1961  produced  surge  heights  from  10  feet  to  13  feet  above  mean  sea 
level  in  the  unprotected  La  Marque-Hitchcock  area  and  caused  flood 
damages  of  approximately  $2,350,000.  Under  present  conditions  the 
occurrence  of  a  hurricane  flood  tide  of  15  feet  above  mean  sea  level 
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would  cause  damages  in  this  area  estimated  at  $6,375,000  and  pose 
a  severe  threat  to  human  life. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  of  improvement  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  enclosure  of  the  La  Marque-Hitchcock  area  by  about  11.4 
miles  of  earth  levee,  with  related  drainage  and  closure  structures  and 
a  gated  navigation  and  tidal  control  structure  in  Jones  Bay.  The  levee 
would  join  the  authorized  Texas  City  hurricane  flood  protection  project 
near  its  junction  with  Interstate  Highway  45,  and  extend  southward 
and  westward  to  terminate  on  high  ground  south  of  Hitchcock.  The 
authorized  La  Marque  pumping  station  and  adjoining  levee  extending 
northwesterly  on  the  westerly  side  of  Interstate  Highway  45  would 
be  eliminated  from  the  Federal  project. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1965) 

Federal _ $10,  990,  000 

Non-Federal _  1  4,  710,  000 

Total _  15,  700,  000 

1  The  non-Federal  portion  of  recommended  new  work  would  be  $5,466,000;  however,  the  recommended 
plan  of  improvement  would  eliminate  certain  costs  for  the  authorized  project  not  yet  completed.  The  net 
additional  amount  is  presently  estimated  at  $706,000  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  and 
$4,004,000  cash  contribution  for  a  total  of  $4,710,000. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  operations. 

. . .  $383,000 

. . . . . .  0 

$164, 000 

50,  000 

$547, 000 
50,  000 

Total. . 

. . .  383,000 

214,  000 

597, 000 

Annual  benefits  — 

-Damages  prevented,  $866,000. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  all  borrow  areas  and  accomplish  the  relocation  of  buildings, 
pipelines,  and  utilities;  bear  30  percent  of  the  first  cost,  to  consist  of 
the  cost  of  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  and  a  cash 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $4,760,000  to  be  paid  either  in  a 
lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to 
start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  approved  construc¬ 
tion  schedules;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
maintain  and  operate;  and  prohibit  encroachment  on  improved  chan¬ 
nels  or  on  ponding  areas,  and  if  the  capacity  of  the  ponding  area  is 
impaired,  provide  promptly,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  sub¬ 
stitute  ponding  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing  to  furnish  the  required 
cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  iimprovement  will  provide  much- 
needed  hurricane  flood  protection  to  the  exposed  development  in  the 
western  portion  of  La  Marque  and  Hitchcock  located  outside  of  the 
existing  Texas  City  protection  project. 
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Interim  Report  No.  3,  Wabash  River  Basin  Comprehensive 
Study,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Ohio 

Location.— The  Wabasli  River  Basin  has  a  drainage  area  of  33,100 
square  miles  of  which  319  are  in  western  Ohio,  8,563  in  eastern  Illinois, 
and  24,218  in  central  Indiana.  The  basin  is  about  285  miles  long  and 
190  miles  wide.  The  Wabash  River  rises  near  Celina,  Ohio,  flows  north¬ 
westerly  67  miles  to  Huntington,  Ind.,  thence  generally  southwest  and 
south  312  miles  to  its  confluence  with  the  White  River,  its  major 
tributary  which  drains  11,400  square  miles;  then  continues  south¬ 
westerly  96  miles  to  join  the  Ohio  River  133  miles  above  the  confluence 
of  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  Rivers.  Overall  length  of  the  Wabash 
River  is  about  475  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate,  adopted  May  6,  1958. 

Existing  project. — Sixty-five  Federal  flood  control  or  multiple- 
purpose  projects  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin  have  been  specifically 
authorized  for  construction.  Eleven  of  these  are  reservoirs  and  the 
remainder  are  local  flood  protection  projects. 

Problem. — The  Wabash  Basin  is  flooded  almost  every  year  and  some¬ 
times  several  times  a  year.  Because  of  this,  the  basin  has  many  low 
levees  built  by  private  interests  to  protect  agricultural  areas.  These 
are  generally  inadequate  and  at  best  provide  only  partial  protection. 
Flood  control  is  needed  and  desired  by  local  interests.  The  problems 
of  flood  control,  water  quality,  water  supply,  and  recreation  on  the 
Little  Wabash  and  Skillet  Fork  Rivers,  Illinois,  and  Big  Walnut 
Creek,  Big  Blue  River,  and  Flatrock  River,  Indiana,  are  among  the 
most  urgent  of  remaining  water  problems  in  the  Wabash  Basin  at 
present. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  the  Louisville, 
Helm,  and  Big  Blue  Reservoirs  to  serve  the  primary  purposes  of  flood 
control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  general  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  recreation;  the  Downey ville  Reservoir  to  serve  all 
of  these  purposes  except  water  quality  control;  and  the  Marion  project 
for  local  flood  protection.  These  projects  were  selected  to  meet  the 
most  urgent  water  problems  in  the  Wabash  Basin.  The  Big  Walnut 
Reservoir  was  recommended  by  the  district  and  division  engineers  and 
board  of  engineers;  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is 
withheld  pending  further  study  of  the  impact  of  the  project  on  natural 
values. 

ESTIMATED  COST  (1966  PRICE  LEVEL) 


Federal  Non-Federal  i  Total 


Louisville  Reservoir,  III.. . 

Helm  Reservoir,  III... . 

Big  Blue  Reservoir,  Ind _ 

Downeyville  Reservoir,  Ind _ 

Marion  local  protection,  Indiana 


$29,000,000  . $29,000,000 

22,600,000  . .  22,600,000 

29,200,000  . 29,200,000 

33,700,000  _  33,700,000 

1,240,000  $320,000  1,560,000 


Total 


1 15,  740,  000  320,  000  2  116,  060,  000 


1  Non-Federal  reimbursement  of  $24,048,000  for  water  supply  and  $16,147,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement. 

2  Net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  $75,545,000. 
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PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortize _ _ 

Maintenance  and  operation, . 

.  $2,  509,  500 

.  212,000 

$1, 129,  000 

1,  083,  500 

$3, 638,  500 
1,  295,  500 

Subtotal _ 

Land  productviity  loss, _ _ _ _ 

. . . .  2,721,500 

2,  212,  500 

4, 934,  000 
190,  000 

Total., . .  . . . . 

5, 124,  00C 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  $3,  025,  000 

Water  supply _  1,  529,  000 

Water  quality  control _  517,  000 

Recreation _  3,  832,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement -  246,  000 


Total _  9,  070,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — 

Reservoirs. — Prior  to  construction  of  eacli  of  the  dams  and  reservoirs, 
responsible  local  interests  are  required  to  furnish  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  pay  the  construc¬ 
tion  costs  and  the  annual  maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement 
costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  accordance  with  the  pro visions  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of 
1958,  as  amended,  the  total  of  such  costs  being  presently  estimated 
at  $24,048,000  and  $75,000,  respectively;  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  agree  to  admin¬ 
ister  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through 
user  fees)  with  interest,  not  less  than  one-half  of  the  separable  first 
costs  of  the  projects  allocated  to  either  or  both  general  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  and  bear  all  costs  of  maintenance, 
operation,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands 
and  facilities;  the  total  of  such  costs  being  presently  estimated 
at  $16,147,000  and  $1,002,000,  respectively;  prevent  channel  en- 
|  croachments  tending  to  reduce  present  (1967)  channel  capacities 
downstream  from  the  dams;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  from  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construction  and 
operation  of  the  reservoirs;  exercise,  to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal 
capability,  control  against  removal  of  streamfiow  made  available  by 
reservoir  storage  for  water  quality  control  purposes;  and  contribute  to 
the  control  of  pollution  of  the  streams  for  which  low-flow  augmenta¬ 
tion  is  proposed  by  adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling 
wastes  at  their  source. 

Local  flood  protection  at  Marion. — Prior  to  construction,  responsible 
local  interests  are  required  to  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  provide  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for 
construction  of  the  project,  including  lands  designated  for  borrow 
and  ponding  purposes;  make  all  alterations  of  highways,  highway 
bridges,  utilities,  and  related  facilities  occasioned  by  the  construction 
works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
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construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  comple¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army;  and  prevent  encroachment  on  the  existing  channel. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior. — Favorable  except  for  Big  'Walnut 
Reservoir;  notes  that  the  Department  is  opposed  to  any  project  that 
would  invade  area  recently  declared  eligible  for  a  registration  as  a 
natural  landmark.  Chief  of  Engineers  replied  that  he  is  withholding 
recommendation  on  Big  Walnut  pending  further  study  of  the  impact 
of  the  project  on  natural  values. 

Department  oj  Agriculture. — Favorable,  alter  completion  of  special 
studies  and  coordination  concerning  Little  Wabash  and  Skillet  Fork 
Basins. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  ( 'ommerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  ( Commission:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  extensive  damage  to  crops  and 
land  that  occurred  in  the  two  recent  floods.  It  considers  that  the 
projects  are  essential  to  provide  flood  protection,  water  supply,  water 
quality  control  and  other  needs  of  the  basin.  The  committee,  notes 
that  tiie  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report  on  the  Wabash  River  withheld 
recommendation  concerning  authorization  of  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and 
Reservoir  in  Indiana  because  of  controversy  involving  certain  lands  of 
ecological  significance.  However,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  proposed  ac¬ 
quisition  of  additional  land  in  order  to  preserve  a  natural  area  of  un¬ 
usual  beauty  and  value  and  to  provide  for  a  nature  center  and  other 
educational  and  scientific  facilities. 

The  committee  was  impressed  by  the  modified  plan  for  Big  W  alnut 
Reservoir  which  would  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  the  natural  area, 
public  ownership  and  proper  management  to  preserve  and  develop  its 
scientific  and  educational  values,  to  serve  the  schools  of  Indiana  and 
several  colleges  for  research  and  teaching  and,  in  addition,  provide 
specialized  nature  recreation  for  the  public.  The  committee  has 
accordingly  included  authorization  of  the  Big  Walnut  project  as  it 
is  described  in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Water  Resources  for  Central  and  Southern  Florida 
(H.  Doc.  — •,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  the  southern  half  of  Florida,  the  study  area  is  16.000 
square  miles  and  about  80  percent  of  the  central  ami  southern  Hood 
control  project  area. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  May  4,  1962;  June  5,  1963;  and  January  11,  1965;  and  of  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  adopted  April  28,  1965  and  October 
5,  1966, 

Existing  project. — The  central  and  southern  Florida  project,  author¬ 
ized  by  t lie  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1948,  1954,  1960,  1962  and  1965  is 
about  55  percent  complete  (financial  basis).  Completed  works  include 


levees,  pumping  stations,  control  structures  and  canals  to  provide 
hurricane  flood  protection,  water  control  and  drainage  for  flic  rich 
agricultural  areas  south  of  Lake  Okeechobee  and  lower  east  coast 
cities  and  urban  area  (Miami,  Ft.  Lauderdale,  Palm  Beach). 

Problem.-  -The  prolonged  drought  of  1901  to  1965  emphasized  the 
need  to  improve  the  supply,  distribution  and  conservation  of  water 
resources  in  central  and  southern  Florida  to  meet  growing  urban  and 
agricultural  needs  and  to  provide  sufficient  flow  to  preserve  the  Lver- 
glades  National  Park. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement.-  Modification  of  the  authorized 
water  resources  project  to  meet  urban  and  agricultural  needs  and  the 
estimated  requirements  of  Everglades  National  Park  to  about  the 
year  2000  together  with  related  recreational  facilities:  by  raising  Lake 
Okeechobee  levees;  backpumping  excess  waters  from  east  coast  areas 
into  Lake  Okeechobee  and  into  conservation  area,;  improving  con¬ 
veyance  and  distribution  of  water  by  construction  or  modification  of 
canals,  levees,  pumping  stations,  control  structures  and  related  work  . 

f'J.slivuUul  coni  {December  1!J(J7  print  level) 

Federal _  18,182,000 

Non-Federal _  a  18,  930,  000 

Total.. _ _  _  77,118,000 

■  Net  cost  to  tlie  United  States  $66,124,000.  Uocal  Intend:,  to  reimlmi 1  e  United  Ni.at.i-  40, Of, k, 000  for 
recreation. 

1  Cash  contribution  $11,883,000  plus  $7, 063, 000  for  lands  and  relocation:;. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance  and  operations. . . 

.  12, 245, 000 

446,  700 

$896, 200 

1, 118,800 

$3,  140,200 
1, 568,  500 

.  2,691,700 

2,014, 000 

4,  705,  700 

Land  productivity  loss . 

119,  600 

Total . 

4,  826,  300 

Annual  benefits: 

• 

Agricultural  (increased  net  return  $h  I  10,  000 

Urban  enhancement  in  land  value  M.  (V  f.  water  control  of 


salinity  intrusion,  dilution  water..  ..  .  5,020,000 

Recreational _  _  _  4,800,000 

Everglades  National  Park _ _  . .  _ —  .  ..  (') 

Total . . . . .  13,430,000 

1  Not  evaluated. 

Benefit-cost  ratio.  2.8. 

Local  Cooperation.  Furnish  assurance  atisfuetory  f<>  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  they  will:  Make  a  cash  contribution  of  20  percent  of 
the  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration  for  ail  items  of 
work  to  he  provided  by  the  ( 'orps  of  Engineers,  an  amount  presently 
estimated  at  $11,883,000  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  si, art  of 
construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items 
in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of 
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Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs  to  be  made  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined;  with  appropriate  jurisdiction,  construct 
and  thereafter  maintain  such  canal  facilities  and  other  water  control 
appurtenances  as  are  necessary  to  realize  the  benefits  from  the  im¬ 
provements;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project, 
when  and  as  required;  assume  the  cost  of  construction  of  all  new  high¬ 
way  bridges,  relocation  of  existing  highway  bridges,  and  alteration  of 
utilities  and  other  improvements  except  railroads,  incident  to  the 
construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
project  works;  prohibit  encroachment  on  the  water-carrying  capacity 
of  the  improved  channels;  operate  and  maintain  the  pumping  stations, 
levees,  canals,  and  other  appurtenant  works  after  completion  of  con¬ 
struction  for  flood  control,  navigation,  and  backpumping  and  delivery 
of  water  to  Everglades  National  Park,  the  agricultural  areas,  and  urban 
areas,  in  accordance  with  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  except  the  levees,  channels,  locks,  and  control  works  of  the  St. 
Lucie  Canal,  Lake  Okeechobee,  Caloosahatchee  River,  and  the  main 
spillways  of  the  water  conservation  areas;  and  provided  further  than 
prior  to  construction  of  the  recreation  features,  except  for  modification 
of  existing  recreation  facilities  as  the  result  of  raising  the  Lake  Okee¬ 
chobee  regulation  range  which  is  to  be  accomplished  at  Federal  ex¬ 
pense,  local  interests  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  they  will:  Pay  or  contribute  in  kind  one-half  of  the 
separable  cost  of  the  recreation  facilities,  an  amount  now  estimated  at 
$1,808,000  for  construction  and  $1,250,000  for  lands;  operate,  main¬ 
tain,  and  replace  all  recreation  features  except  those  adjacent  to 
federally  maintained  navigation  structures;  and  assure  access  to  all  on 
equal  terms.  Based  on  cooperation  received  in  the  past  on  the  author¬ 
ized  project  works  and  recent  coordination  the  flood  control  distric  s 
cooperation  seems  assured. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable.  Requests  assurance  that 
future  delivery  of  water  to  Everglades  National  Park  will  not  be 
diminished  by  the  requirements  to  support  growth  and  new 
development. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Remarks. — The  committee  heard  extensive  testimony  on  this  pro¬ 
posed  modification.  The  committee  was  impressed  by  the  degree  of 
cooperation  among  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  National  Park  Service, 
and  the  State  of  Florida  in  developing  an  engineering  plan  that  wil1 
meet  the  needs  of  the  Everglades  National  Park  and  other  interests  in 
the  State. 

SECTIOX  2  04 

Construction  of  the  Dworshak  Dam  was  initiated  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  19(53  and  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  1973.  Since  initia¬ 
tion  of  the  project  there  has  been  a  large  influx  of  workers  who  have 
children  of  school  age.  The  additional  enrollments  of  workers’  chil¬ 
dren  has  greatly  overloaded  the  available  school  facilities  of  the  Oro- 
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lino,  Idaho  Joint  School  District  No.  17,  and  the  situation  will  worsen 
in  the  next  few  years.  The  U.S.  Office  of  Education  in  a  move  to  relieve 
the  critical  situation  had  reserved  funds  under  Public  Law  815,  81st 
Congress,  which  would  assist  the  school  district  in  providing  addi¬ 
tional  needed  facilities.  However,  early  in  1968  the  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion  notified  interested  parties  that  due  to  the  critical  shortage  of 
funds,  the  moneys  for  the  Orofino  School  District  had  been  deferred. 
Therefore,  in  order  to  assist  the  school  district  in  this  matter,  lan¬ 
guage  has  been  included  in  the  bill  authorizing  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  provide  such  school  facilities  as  may  be  needed  for  the  education  of 
dependents  of  workers  engaged  in  the  construction  of  the  Dworsliak 
Dam.  Similar  assistance  has  been  provided  to  other  areas  in  the  past 
when  the  impact  on  the  school  facilities  was  due  to  construction  of  a 
Federal  water  resource  project. 

SECTION  205 

The  existing  project  for  flood  protection  at  Ironton,  Ohio,  consists 
of  earth  levee,  concrete  wall,  and  pumping  stations  to  protect  the  town 
from  Ohio  River  floods.  The  roads  pass  through  gates  in  the  levee  at 
the  locations  described  in  the  section.  When  there  is  a  flood,  wooden 
structures  comprised  of  timber  framing  and  stoplogs  are  installed  in 
the  levee  openings.  These  structures  take  about  6  hours  to  install,  and 
an  equal  amount  of  time  to  remove  after  the  waters  have  receded,  and 
as  a  result,  traffic  and  business  in  the  area  is  disrupted  for  a  dispro¬ 
portionately  long  period  of  time.  The  modification  of  the  project  to 
provide  for  aluminum  closure  structures  would  substantially  reduce 
the  period  of  disruption  to  the  community,  and  is  needed  to  enable  the 
project  to  effectively  serve  its  intended  purpose. 

SECTION  20  0 

This  section  would  extend  until  April  16,  1972,  the  date  on  which 
the  project  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah,  would  expire  unless  local  inter¬ 
ests  furnish  the  required  assurances  of  local  cooperation. 

The  project  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah,  in  the  interest  of  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  allied  purposes,  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
approved  July  3, 1958,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  contained  in  House  Document  158, 
81th  Congress.  The  recommended  plan  required  that  local  interests, 
prior  to  construction  of  the  project,  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will,  among  other  things,  furnish 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of- 
way  necessary  for  construction  and  undertake  all  road,  bridge,  and 
utility  alterations  and  relocations  required  for  the  project. 

Section  201  of  the  authorizing  act  contained  the  standard  provision 
that  the  authorization  for  any  flood  control  project  adopted  by  the 
act  and  requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  5  years  from  the  date 
on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Department  of 
the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  unless  the  local 
interests  furnish  within  that  time  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  project  involve  rights- 
of-way  and  maintenance  activities  in  Weber,  Davis,  Morgan,  and 
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Summit  Counties.  Local  cooperation  was  assured  in  all  counties  excejit 
Morgan  where  difficulties  were  encountered  because  of  the  cost  of  re¬ 
location  of  utilities  and  rights-of-way  in  the  vicinity  of  the  city  of  Mor¬ 
gan.  Planning  for  the  project  was  deferred  in  July  1962  due  to  lack 
of  assurances  from  Morgan  County.  The  authorization  for  the  project 
has  now  expired  because  of  the  lack  of  assurances.  It  is  understood 
that  local  interests  are  still  attempting  to  work  out  a  means  by  which 
the  required  assurances  may  be  furnished.  A  flood  problem  exists  in 
the  area,  and  the  project  is  needed  to  alleviate  it. 

SECTION  2  07 

Section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  305.  310) 
authorized  a  local  flood  protection  project  on  the  Pecos  River  at  Carls¬ 
bad,  N.  Mex.,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  224,  85th  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $1,791,000.  The  project  consists  of  about 
1.7  miles  of  floodway  on  Dark  Canyon,  together  with  the  strengthening 
of  about  3.6  miles  of  the  existing  irrigation  channel  embankment  which 
collects  and  directs  the  runoff  from  Ocotillo  Hills  and  Haekberry 
Draw.  Local  interests  were  required  by  the  authorization  to  furnish 
assurances  of  specified  local  cooperation  and  to  contribute  in  cash  13.3 
percent  of  the  actual  cost  of  construction. 

Funds  for  preconstruction  planning  of  the  Dark  Canyon  Floodway 
were  allotted  in  fiscal  year  1959,  but  local  interests  advised  that  they 
were  unable  to  cooperate  in  the  construction.  Consequently,  work  was 
suspended  on  the  project.  Section  201  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958 
(72  Stat.  305)  provided  that  the  authorization  for  any  flood  control 
project  adopted  in  that  act  requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  5 
years  from  the  date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion,  unless  the  local  interests  shall  within  that  time  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation 
will  be  furnished.  On  May  19,  1964,  the  authorization  for  the  project 
expired  because  of  the  failure  of  local  interests  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  for  local  cooperation  specified. 

This  section  would  extend  the  permissible  period  of  furnishing  the 
required  assurances  until  May  19, 1972. 

SECTION  20  8 

The  authorized  project  for  Gila  River  downstream  from  Painted 
Rock  Reservoir  approved  in  1962  consists  of  approximately  99  miles 
of  compacted,  earthfill,  revetted  levees,  and  channel  improvements 
along  the  Gila  River  extending  from  Texas  Hill  about  60  miles  down¬ 
stream  from  Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  to  Gila  Siphon,  about  8  miles 
upstream  from  the  mouth  of  the  river. 

Local  interests  are  not  financially  able  to  furnish  the  required  items 
of  cooperation  estimated  at  $2,200,000,  for  the  authorized  project. 
However,  early  construction  of  the  project  is  desirable  to  permit  de¬ 
livery  of  good  quality  water  to  Mexico  under  the  terms  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  entered  into  with  Mexico  in  1965.  Therefore,  in  view  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  international  aspects,  the  benefit  of  which  has  been 
estimated  at  $1,500,000,  this  committee  recommends  that  the  require- 


ments  of  local  cooperation  be  modified  to  require  local  interests  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  cash  contribution  of  $700,000  and  to  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion. 

SECTION  2  09 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  land  as 
a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  families,  individuals,  and  business  con¬ 
cerns  displaced  by  Federal  water  resource  projects  if  State  or  local 
nonprofit  interests  undertaking  to  assemble  the  site  cannot  obtain  it  at 
a  reasonable  price  or  time. 

The  Secretary  may  exercise  this  authority  only  upon  the  request  of 
the  Governor  of  the  State  in  which  the  site  is  located  and  after  deter¬ 
mining,  in  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  regional, 
and  local  officials,  that  (1)  the  development  of  a  site  is  necessary  in 
order  to  alleviate  hardships  to  displaced  persons;  (2)  the  location  of 
the  site  is  suitable  for  development  in  relation  to  present  or  potential 
sources  of  employment ;  and  (3)  a  plan  for  development  of  the  site  has 
been  approved  by  appropriate  local  governmental  authorities  in  the 
area  or  community  in  which  such  site  is  located. 

Project  costs  will  not  be  increased  by  this  section,  since  the  Secretary 
will  be  repaid  for  all  expenses  of  acquisition  by  the  State  or  local  in¬ 
terests  for  which  the  site  is  acquired. 

This  section  will  help  alleviate  hardships  to  families  and  businesses 
in  project  areas.  It  provides  a  practical  means  for  assembling  reloca¬ 
tion  sites  of  appropriate  size  to  serve  the  residential  and  business  needs 
of  those  persons  who  wish  to  preserve  their  existing  economic  and 
social  relationships;  and  it  provides  a  basis  on  which  local  interests,  in 
cooperation  with  the  relevant  agencies  of  the  Federal  and  State  Gov¬ 
ernments,  can  move  forward  with  realistic  plans  and  programs  for 
community  and  area  development  and  growth  to  attract  and  accom¬ 
modate  expected  influxes  of  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial 
residents,  including  provisions  for  the  availability  of  housing,  public 
facilities,  services  such  as  education,  manpower  training,  health  and 
community  services,  and  employment  opportunities. 

SECTION  210 

This  section  prohibits  the  collection,  after  March  31,  1970,  of  en¬ 
trance  or  admission  fees  by  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  at  public  recreation  areas  located  at  lakes  and  reservoirs  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  User  fees  may  be  charged 
only  for  the  use  of  highly  developed  facilities  at  such  areas  requiring 
the  continuous  presence  of  personnel  for  maintenance  and  supervision. 
Xo  user  fees  may  be  charged  for  access  to  or  use  of  water  areas,  unde¬ 
veloped  or  lightly  developed  shoreland,  picnic  grounds,  overlook  sites, 
scenic  drives,  or  boat  launching  ramps  where  no  mechanical  or  hy¬ 
draulic  equipment  is  provided. 


SECTION  211 

The  Xiblack  levee  project  consists  of  about  17  miles  of  earth  levee, 
with  appurtenant  drainage  structures,  and  affords  protection  to  about 
15,900  acres  of  agricultural  land.  Ponded  interior  drainage  is  released 
through  gate  structures  into  the  Wabash  Fiver.  The  gates  close  when 
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the  Wabash  River  is  high,  and  open  when  it  is  low  to  release  the  ac¬ 
cumulated  waters.  Because  of  federally  constructed  navigation  works 
in  the  Ohio  River,  the  Wabash  remains  at  a  high  level  for  a  longer 
period  of  time,  and  consequently  the  accumulation  of  water  behind 
the  levee  increases  and  flows  out  much  more  slowly  than  anticipated. 
Construction  at  Federal  expense  of  pumping  facilities  to  alleviate  this 
condition  is  considered  a  desirable  and  justified  modification  of  the 
existing  project. 

SECTION  212 

Construction  of  Libby  Dam,  Mont.,  will  inundate  a  portion  of 
Montana  State  Highway  37,  necessitating  relocation.  A  contract  with 
the  State  of  Montana  for  relocation  of  the  highway  was  entered  into 
on  February  14,  1968.  The  design  standards  for  this  highway  were 
the  State  standards  which  existed  on  the  date  of  the  relocation  con¬ 
tract. 

Public  Law  89-564  approved  September  9,  1966,  some  6  months 
after  the  contract  was  signed,  provided  for  coordinated  national  high¬ 
way  safety  through  financial  assistance  to  the  States  to  accelerate  high¬ 
way  safety  programs.  When  applied  to  Highway  37,  the  higher  stand¬ 
ards  of  construction  increased  the  cost  of  the  work  by  an  estimated 
amount  of  $1,830,000.  The  Montana  Highway  Commission  requested 
that  the  relocation  contract  be  modified  to  include  the  higher  stand¬ 
ards  required  by  that  act.  This  matter  was  referred  to  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  The  Comptroller  General  expressed  the 
view  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  not  authorized  without  additional 
legislation  to  modify  the  relocation  agreement. 

This  section  permits  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  modify  the  relo¬ 
cation  contract  so  as  to  incorporate  the  existing  State  highway  design 
standards  which  were  adopted  pursuant  to  the  Highway  Safety  Act 
of  1966. 

SECTION  213 

This  section  authorizes  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  provide  pumping 
plants  and  other  drainage  facilities  in  Cairo,  Ill.,  and  vicinity,  to  the 
extent  found  economically  justified.  The  area  is  completely  surrounded 
by  levees  and  floodwalls,  which  were  originally  constructed  by  local 
interests  with  pump  stations  installed  for  interior  drainage  in  the 
early  1920’s.  The  levees  and  floodwalls  on  the  banks  of  the  Mississippi 
and  Ohio  Rivers  around  Cairo  and  the  Cairo  Drainage  District  were 
subsequently  enlarged  under  the  general  authority  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  as  amended.  Apparently,  it  was  determined 
at  that  time  that  the  existing  storm  drainage  pumping  stations  and 
appurtenances  were  adequate. 

The  existing  pumps  and  outlets  are  now  practically  worn  out  and 
present  a  serious  hazard  to  the  safety  of  the  city  of  Cairo  and  the 
Cairo  Drainage  District,  A  failure  of  the  existing  pump  plants  and 
outlets  during  high  river  stages  and  intense  interior  rainfall  would 
no  doubt  cause  tremendous  damage  and  possibly  the  loss  of  life.  The 
integrity  of  the  levee  and  floodwall  surrounding  the  area  could  be 
jeopardized  by  failure  of  the  outlet  structures.  The  city  of  Cairo  and 
the  Cairo  Drainage  District  are  in  a  county  where  chronic  and  per¬ 
sistent  underemployment  or  unemployment  exist  and  are  financially 
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unable  to  undertake  replacement  of  tlie  pumps  and  attendant  facilities. 
If  the  problem  is  not  corrected  in  the  very  near  future,  economic  recov¬ 
ery  of  the  area  will  not  be  possible  as  the  threat  of  flooding  will  be 
ever  present. 

SECTION  214 

This  section  authorizes  the  acquisition  of  an  additional  750  acres 
of  land  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  at  the  Pat  Mayse  Reservoir 
project,  Texas.  The  lands  so  acquired  will  be  made  available  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  existing  policy  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  to  the 
State  of  Texas  pursuant  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act. 
This  land  would  be  combined  with  land  already  owned  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  currently  designated  and  reserved  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  purposes. 

SECTION  215 

Section  314  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965  directed  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  make  a  study  of  the  need  for,  and  the  feasibility 
of,  the  Federal  Government  reimbursing  States,  political  subdivisions 
thereof,  and  other  public  bodies,  for  expenditures  incurred  by  them  in 
connection  with  authorized  projects  for  improvement  of  rivers  and 
harbors,  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  hurricane 
protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and  other  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment  purposes,  to  the  extent  that  such  expenditures  are  incurred  after 
the  initiation  of  the  survey  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  such  au¬ 
thorized  projects.  The  report  of  the  Secretary  was  submitted  to  the 
Congress,  and  printed  as  Senate  Document  10,  90th  Congress.  The 
Secretary  concluded  that  legislation  authorizing  reimbursement  under 
certain  conditions  would  be  desirable,  and  has  submitted  legislation 
to  the  Congress.  This  section  results  from  that  proposal. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
is  authorized  to  reimburse  non-Federal  public  bodies  for  actual  ex¬ 
penditures  on  advance  work  performed  on  Federal  water  resources 
development  projects  after  authorization,  or  to  credit  such  bodies  with 
such  expenditures  against  local  cooperation  required  of  them  for  the 
projects.  Reimbursement  may  not  exceed  $1  million  for  any  single 
project,  and  their  must  be  an  advance  agreement  on  plans  with  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  he  must  review,  supervise,  and  approve  work 
done. 

For  the  purposes  of  consistency,  the  small  beach  erosion  control 
project  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  made  to  conform 
with  this  section  after  1  year  from  the  date  of  enactment.  In  the  mean¬ 
time,  either  the  provisions  of  the  section  or  of  the  existing  small  beach 
erosion  authority  may  be  utilized. 

The  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  transmitting  the  legislation 
to  the  Congress  is  printed  below. 
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Department  of  the  Army, 

Washington ,  D.G. ,  June  26, 1968. 

Hon.  John  W.  McCormack, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Provided  herewith  is  a  draft  bill  to  authorize 
reimbursement  for  work  by  States  and  other  non-Federal  public  bodies 
on  authorized  water  resources  projects. 

We  recommend  that  this  draft  bill  be  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committee  for  consideration,  and  we  recommend  its  enactment. 

Section  314  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965,  directed  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  make  a  study  of  the  need  for,  and  the  feasibility  of, 
the'  Federal  Government  reimbursing  States,  political  subdivisions 
thereof,  and  other  public  bodies,  for  expenditures  incurred  by  them 
in  connection  with  authorized  projects  for  improvement  of  rivers  and 
harbors,  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  hurricane 
protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and  other  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment  purposes,  to  the  extent  that  such  expenditures  are  incurred  after 
the  initiation  of  the  survey  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  such 
authorized  projects. 

By  letter  dated  January  31,  1967,  I  submitted  a  report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  on  this  study  and  agreed  with  his  conclusion  that  legisla¬ 
tive  definition  of  a  limited  reimbursement  policy  applicable  uniformly 
to  all  types  of  projects,  would  be  desirable  and  useful.  This  report  was 
published  as  Senate  Document  10,  90th  Congress. 

In  my  letter  I  recommended  that  consideration  should  be  given  to 
the  enactment  of  legislation  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  reimburse  non-Federal 
public  bodies  for  actual  expenditures  on  advance  work  performed  on 
Federal  water  resources  development  projects  after  authorization,  or 
to  credit  such  bodies  with  such  expenditures  against  local  cooperation 
required  of  them  for  the  projects.  A  limit  of  $1  million  was  proposed 
for  any  single  project,  subject  to  specific  advance  agreement  on  plans 
with  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  subject  to  his  review,  supervision,  and 
approval.  I  suggested  further,  that  appropriation  of  up  to  $10  million 
be  authorized  for  reimbursement  in  any  one  fiscal  }rear.  Reimbursement 
for  non-Federal  advance  expenditures  in  excess  of  $1  million  should 
continue  to  be  authorized  specifically  by  law,  after  consideration  of  a 
report  to  be  submitted  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  through  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  considers  that  enactment  of  this 
legislation  would  serve  a  necessary  and  useful  purpose  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers’  water  resources  development  pro¬ 
gram,  and  recommends  prompt  and  favorable  consideration  of  the 
draft  bill. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
administration’s  program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation  of 
this  proposal  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress. 

Sincerely, 

Stanley  R.  Resor, 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 
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SECTION  216 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  modify  certain 
deeds  conveying  mineral  rights  to  the  Government,  in  connection  with 
the  Carlyle  Reservoir  project,  to  provide  a  3-month  extension  of  the 
reservation  of  royalties  to  the  former  owners  within  areas  of  the 
Boulder  Oil  Field.  The  Boulder  Oil  Field,  Clinton  County,  Ill.,  was 
one  of  several  producing  fields  required  to  discontinue  operations.  It 
was  operated  by  Texaco,  Inc.,  under  leases  with  101  owners  of  mineral 
rights  whereby  the  owners  received  royalties  of  one-eighth  of  the 
production. 

Negotiations  for  acquisition  of  mineral  rights  were  initiated  in  1902 
based  on  a  production  cutoff  date  of  July  1,  1964.  Owners  of  38  tracts 
executed  deeds  to  the  Government  on  this  basis.  The  remaining  03 
owners  deferred  settlement  pending  agreement  between  Texaco  and 
the  Government.  During  1963,  a  settlement  was  effected  with  Texaco 
and  the  remaining  owners  based  on  a  production  cutoff  date  of  October 
1,  1904.  Thereafter,  Texaco  intensified  operations  up  to  September  30, 
1904,  when  the  wells  were  plugged.  Royalties  were  paid  to  all  owners 
through  this  extended  period.  As  a  result,  the  Government  received 
$0,401.10  for  the  3  additional  months,  representing  the  share  of  the 
38  owners  who  had  assigned  their  rights  as  of  July  1,  1964. 

The  committee  considers  the  legislation  necessary  to  correct  an 
inequity  and  to  avoid  penalizing  landowners  who  relied  on  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  established  cutoff  date  and  cooperated  in  the  necessary  Fed¬ 
eral  land  acquisition  program. 

SECTION  217 

This  section  is  designed  to  clarify,  for  the  purposes  of  the  recentfy 
enacted  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968,  the  distinction 
between  the  power  program  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  which 
is  funded  entirely  out  of  nonappropriated  revenues,  and  all  other 
activities  of  the  TVA,  which  are  funded  out  of  the  general  funds  of 
the  Treasury. 

Since  1959  the  operation  and  expansion  of  TVA’s  power  program 
has  been  financed  entirely  from  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of 
power  and  of  revenue  bonds  and  notes.  All  personnel  employed  by 
TVA  in  the  construction  and  operation  of  its  power  generating  and 
distribution  facilities  are  paid  out  of  these  same  revenues.  In  addition, 
TVA  makes  annual  payments  into  the  Treasury  in  reduction  of  the 
initial  public  investment  in  its  power  system  and  another  payment 
at  the  current  cost  of  Treasury  borrowing  on  the  outstanding  public 
investment.  Thus,  TVA  finances  its  own  power  program  as  it  amortizes 
the  public  investment  in  it. 

TVA’s  power  expenditures  and  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  power  are 
included  in  the  totals  of  the  budget  of  the  U.S.  Government  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1969.  As  a  result,  the  power  program  would 
be  liable  to  drastic  curtailment  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act.  Current  and  planned  expansion  of 
power  facilities  is  essential  to  meeting  the  known  needs  of  the  region 
generally  and  of  various  Federal  agencies,  such  as  the  atomic  energy 
installations  at  Oak  Ridge.  The  committee  does  not  regard  this  action 
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as  an  exemption  but  as  a  clarification.  All  nonpower  activities  of  TVA 
and  all  TVA  employees  paid  out  of  appropriated  funds  will,  of  course, 
be  liable  to  the  application  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  new  law. 

This  section  in  no  way  changes  the  relationship  of  TVA  to  the 
Treasury  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  the  reporting  notification, 
budgeting,  or  other  procedures  required  by  the  TVA  Act  of  1933  as 
amended  by  the  self-financing  amendments  of  1959. 

SECTION-  218 

This  section  authorizes  eight  surveys  to  be  made  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  the  interest  of  flood  control  and  allied  purposes. 

SECTION-  210 

This  section  of  the  bill  identifies  title  II  of  the  bill  as  the  Flood 
Cont  rol  Act  of  1968. 

Analysis  oe  Title  III — Additional  Authorization  for  Certain 

River  Basin  Plans 

Title  III  provides  increased  authorizations  for  the  prosecution  of 
river  basin  plans  for  flood  control  and  related  purposes  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  The 
appropriations  intended  to  be  covered  by  the  increased  and  completion 
authorizations  are  those  necessary  for  the  scheduled  funding  require¬ 
ments  through  calendar  year  1969.  Allowance  is  made  for  the  amount 
of  monetary  authorization  presently  available  in  the  various  basins. 
The  necessity  for  these  increased  authorizations  is  explained  below. 

Monetary  authorizations  first  were  put  into  effect  by  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Acts  of  1936  and  1938.  They  limit  authority  to  appropriate  and 
expend  funds  within  specified  basins  or  specified  major  projects  to 
levels  below  the  total  costs  of  the  authorized  basin  or  project  develop¬ 
ments.  In  this  way  they  give  the  Congress  opportunity  to  review  and 
control  the  rate  of  accomplishment  of  the  basin  plans  and  major 
projects  to  which  they  apply. 

In  these  plans,  the  Congress  has  approved  an  entire  plan  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  river  basin  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  navigation,  power, 
and  allied  water  uses,  but  limited  the  amounts  of  funds  to  anticipated 
appropriations  for  a  specified  period  of  years,  allowing  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  only  part  of  the  plan.  Subsequently  the  Congress  has  aug¬ 
mented  some  of  the  previously  approved  plans,  by  authorizing  addi¬ 
tional  projects,  or  modifications  of  projects,  and  increased  the  monetary 
authorization  to  provide  for  additional  appropriations.  When  the 
monetary  authorization  limit  of  a  plan  is  approached,  legislation  is 
required  to  provide  additional  authorization  so  that  appropriations 
can  be  made  to  permit  the  plan  to  continue.  If  such  legislation  is  not 
forthcoming  when  needed,  construction  of  projects  in  the  basin  plan 
cannot  proceed,  even  if  funds  have  been  included  in  appropriation 
acts  for  this  purpose. 

In  addition  to  projects  comprising  these  basin  plans  subject  to  mone¬ 
tary  authorization,  Congress  has  authorized  other  projects  in  the  basins 
for  which  full  monetary  authorization  for  appropriations  has  been 
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provided  under  the  terms  of  the  authorizing  act.  Projects  in  this  cate¬ 
gory  require  no  furl  her  monetary  authorization  action  by  the  ( longrcss. 

Al  the  present  lime  there  are  20  basin  development  plans  subject  to 
basin  monetary  authorization  limitations.  Authorizations  provided  to 
date,  including  the  most  recent  provided  by  legislation  in  1907,  are 
adequate  for  work  to  be  performed  in  most  of  the,  basins  through 
calendar  year  1908.  However,  there  are  four  basins  whose  monetary 
authorization  will  be  exhausted  early  in  the  second  half  of  calendar 
year  1908  unless  further  authorization  is  provided  and  then;  are,  13 
basins  which  will  run  out  of  authorization  in  calendar  year  1909  unless 
addit ional  authorization  is  provided. 


SECTION  a  01 

The  following  table  furnishes  for  the  basins  shown  in  section  301  of 
the,  bill  the  dates  of  original  authorization  and  the  amount  of  in¬ 
creased  authorizations  needed  for  the  work  to  be  performed  through 
calendar  year  1 909.  The  table  contains  1 2  basins  and  excludes  t  he  West 
Branch  Susquehanna  River  Basin  which  is  covered  by  separate  lan¬ 
guage  in  section  302  of  the  bill  because  it  requires  special  wording  to 
dose  out  t  he  completion  of  the  authorized  plan. 

TOTAL  COST 

The  total  amount  in  section  301  is  $400  million  for  the  requirements 
for  12  basins  through  calendar  year  1909.  Section  302  authorizes  $3 
million  for  completion  of  the  West  Branch  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
making  a  grand  total  of  $409  million. 

The  committee  wishes  to  point  out  again  that  this  is  additional 
monetary  authorization  for  projects  already  authorized. 


Act  of  Monetary  author- 
Basin  Congress  ization  required 

through  CY  1969 


Alabarrfa-Consa  River . 

Arkansas  River . 

Bra/os  River 

Central  and  Southern  Florida 

Columbia  River  . 

Missouri  River  . 

Ohio  River. .  . 

Ouachita  River 

San  Joaquin  River . 

South  Platte  River 
Upper  Mississippi  River 
White  River  .  . 


Mar.  2,1945 
June  28,  1938 
Sept.  3,1964 
June  30, 1948 
June  23, 1938 

_ do 

June  22,  1936 
May  17,1960 
Oec.  22,1944 
May  17,1950 
June  28, 1938 
_ do . 


$?9.  000,  000 
108,000,000 
2,  000,  000 
1 5,  000,  000 
193,000,000 
38,  000,  000 
.36,  000,  000 
1 0,  000,  000 
1 7,  000,  000 
12,  000. 000 
5,  000,  000 
2,  000,  000 


Total 


466, 000, 000 


DESCRIPTION  OF  CABINS 

A  description  of  the  basins  and  the  status  of  the  monetary  author¬ 
izations  involved  in  S.  3710  are  given  in  the  following  paragraphs. 
Amounts  are  rounded  to  millions  of  dollars.  'The  specific  projects  on 
which  these  increased  authorizations  are  intended  to  he  user!  are  shown 
for  each  basin. 
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Alabama-Coosa  River  Basin 


The  Alabama-Coosa  River  system  drains  an  area  of  22,800  square 
miles,  of  which  about  130  square  miles  are  in  Tennessee,  5,350  square 
miles  are  in  Georgia,  and  17,320  square  miles  are  in  Alabama.  The 
basin  has  a  maximum  width  of  110  miles  and  extends  about  320  miles 
from  southeast  Tennessee  and  northwest  Georgia  diagonally  across 
Alabama  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the  State. 

The  River  and  HarborAct  of  March  2, 1945,  provides  for  the  initial 
and  ultimate  development  of  the  Alabama-Coosa  Rivers  and  tribu¬ 
taries  for  navigation,  flood  control,  power  development,  and  other  pur¬ 
poses.  The  act  includes  authorization  for  modification  of  the  original 
plan  as  may  be  advisable  from  time  to  time  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for  the  purpose 
of  increasing  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power.  This  act  also 
authorized  the  appropriation  of  $60  million.  Additional  monetary 
authorization  totaling  $72  million  has  been  provided  by  subsequent 
acts,  bringing  the  total  monetary  authorization  to  $132  million. 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan - $578,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization -  132,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 -  103,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  29,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969 _  58,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969 _  29,  000,  000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 

Project :  Amount 

Alabama  River  Channel  improvement,  Alabama _  $50,  000 

Carters  Dam,  Ga -  12,  070,  000 

Claiborne  lock  and  dam,  Alabama _  3(  000,  000 

Jones  Bluff  lock  and  dam,  Alabama _ 12,  4S0,  000 

Millers  Ferry  lock  and  dam,  Alabama _  1,  500,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  29, 100.  000 


Arkansas  River  Basin 

The  Arkansas  River  Basin  contains  an  area  of  about  160,500  square 
miles.  The  basin  is  about  870  miles  in  length  in  a  east-west  direction 
and  approximately  185  miles  in  average  width.  If  extends  from  the 
Rocky  Mount  ains  on  the  west  to  the  Mississippi  River  on  the  east.  The 
drainage  basin  occupies  parts  of  the  States  of  Colorado,  Xew  Mexico, 
Kansas,  Oklahoma,  Texas,  Missouri,  and  Arkansas. 

The  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  in  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  ivas  adopted  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  approved  June  28,  1938,  which  authorized  an  appropriation  of 
$21  million  for  partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  The  plan  has  been 
further  amended  and  modified  and  additional  monetary  authorization 
provided  by  subsequent  acts. 

The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  authorized  construction 
of  a  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improvement  of  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin,  Ark.  and  Okla.,  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  and  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $55  million  for  partial  ac- 
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complishment  of  the  plan.  This  plan  has  likewise  been  modified  by 
subsequent  acts,  and  additional  monetary  authorization  provided. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  July  14, 1960,  incorporated  the  authorized 
flood  conti'ol  plan  and  the  multiple-purpose  plan  into  a  single  plan  of 
development  and  provided  that  all  authorizations  made  available  for 
the  Arkansas  River  Basin  would  be  applicable  to  the  combined  plan 
of  development.  The  monetary  authorization  provided  for  the  com¬ 
bined  plan  totals  $1,143  million. 

Arkansas  River  Basin 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan - $1,  367,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization _  1, 143,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 -  1,  055,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization -  88,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year 

1969  _  196,000,000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year 

1969  _  108,000,000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 

Project : 

Arkansas  River  bank  stabilization,  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas _  $3,  550,  000 

Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas -  6.  218,  000 

Navigation  locks  and  dams,  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma _  57,  600,000 

Oologah  Reservoir,  Okla -  3,  729,  000 

Ozark  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas -  10,  035,  000 

Robert  S.  Kerr  lock  and  dam,  Oklahoma -  10,  600,  000 

Webbers  Falls  lock  and  dam,  Oklahoma -  15,  900,  000 

6  projects  for  recreational  development -  766,  000 


Total  requested  authorization -  108,  398,  000 


Brazos  River  Basin 

The  Brazos  River  rises  in  eastern  New  Mexico  and  flows  south¬ 
easterly  1,210  miles  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  near  Freeport,  Tex.  The 
watershed  has  an  overall  length  of  640  miles  and  a  maximum  width 
of  about  120  miles.  Its  total  area  is  about  44,670  square  miles. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  approved  September  3,  1954,  adopted  the 
basinwide  plan  of  improvement  in  the  Brazos  River  Basin  and  au¬ 
thorized  the  appropriation  of  $40  million  for  partial  accomplishment 
of  that  plan.  The  plan  includes  reservoirs  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes  and  projects  for  local  flood  protection.  Additional  authoriza¬ 
tion  in  the  amount  of  $74  million  has  been  provided  by  subsequent  acts 


bringing  the  total  to  $114  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan - .$208,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization -  114,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 -  109,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization -  5,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969—  7,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969—  2,  000,  000 


96-701— 6S 
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Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 


Project:  Amount 

San  Gabriel  River,  Tex - $1,  810,  000 

3  projects  for  recreational  development -  190,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  2,  000,  000 


Central  and  Southern  Florida 

The  project  lies  generally  within  18  counties  of  Florida  covering 
an  area  of  about  16,341  square  miles.  It  is  comprised  of  the  upper 
St.  Johns  River  Basin  in  the  northeastern  section  of  the  project; 
i  he  Kissimmee  River  Basin  in  the  central  section  above  Lake  Okeecho¬ 
bee;  the  Lake  Okeechobee-Everglacles  area  in  the  central  and  south¬ 
western  section;  and  the  east  coast-Everglades  area  in  the  southeast¬ 
ern  section. 

This  project  provides  for  modification  and  expansion  of  works  in 
an  area  embracing  Lake  Okeechobee,  a  large  portion  of  the  Ever¬ 
glades,  the  upper  St.  Johns  and  Kissimmee  River  Basins,  and  the 
lower  east  coast  of  Florida.  The  project  was  authorized  in  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  June  30,  1948,  which  also  authorized  the  appropriation 
of  $16,300,000  for  partial  accomplishment  of  the  first  phase  of  the  plan. 
Subsequent  legislation  has  increased  the  monetary  authorization  and 
expanded  the  project  to  include  additional  improvements.  The  mone¬ 


tary  authorization  provided  to  date  totals  $171  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $269,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  171,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  160,000,000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  11,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calender  year  1969 _  26,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969 _  15,  000,  000 

Project  and  amounts  on  icltich  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 

Amount 

Project :  Central  and  southern  Florida _  15,  000,  000 

Total  requested  authorization _  15,  000,  000 

Columbia  River  Basin 


The  Columbia  River  Basin  drains  an  area  of  259,000  square  miles, 
of  which  219,500  square  miles  are  in  the  United  States  and  39,500 
square  miles  are  in  Canada.  The  basin  includes  most  of  the  States  of 
Oregon,  Washington,  and  Idaho;  western  Montana;  small  areas  in 
Nevada,  Utah,  and  Wyoming;  and  the  southeastern  drainage  of  the 
Province  of  British  Columbia,  Canada.  The  river  flows  a  distance  of 
462  miles  in  Canada  and  745  miles  in  the  United  States,  for  a  total  dis¬ 
tance  of  1,207  miles. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28, 1938,  approved  the  general  com¬ 
prehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Willam¬ 
ette  River  Basin  and  authorized  $11,300,000  for  the  initiation  and 
partial  accomplishment  of  the  recommended  plan.  Individual  projects 
were  authorized  in  the  Columbia  and  Willamette  River  Basins  by  the 
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Flood  Control  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  and  subsequent  acts.  The  Flood 
Control  Act  of  May  17,  1950,  approved  a  general  comprehensive  plan 
for  both  the  Columbia  and  Williamette  Fiver  Basins  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  other  purposes  and  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $115 
million  for  the  partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  This  monetary 
authorization  has  been  increased  by  later  acts.  Monetary  authoriza¬ 
tion  provided  to  date  totals  $1,294  million. 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $2,  070,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization _  1,  294,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  196S _  1,234,000,000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  60,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969  253,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969  193,  000,  000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 

Project :  Amount 

Cascadia  Reservoir,  Oreg -  $200,  000 

Dworshak  Reservoir,  Idaho _  57,  872,  000 

Green  Peter  and  Foster  Reservoir,  Oreg _  1,  075,  000 

John  Day  Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and  Washington _  23,  430,  000 

Libby  Reservoir,  Mont _  82,  045,  000 

Strube  Dam,  Oreg _  30,  000 

The  Dalles  Dam,  units  15  through  22 _  27,  654,  000 

Willamette  bank  protection,  Oregon _  508,  000 

John  Day  River,  Oreg _  31,  000 

3  projects  for  recreational  development _  385,  000 


Total  requested  authorization -  193,  230,  000 


Missouri  River  Basin 

The  Missouri  River  Basin  drains  an  area  of  519,090  square  miles,  of 
which  509,375  square  miles  are  in  the  United  States  and  9,715  square 
miles  are  in  Canada.  The  basin  includes  all  of  Nebraska,  most  of 
South  Dakota,  large  portions  of  North  Dakota,  Montana,  and  Wyo¬ 
ming,  about  half  of  Kansas  and  Missouri;  and  smaller  parts  of  Colo¬ 
rado,  Iowa,  and  Minnesota.  From  its  source  in  southwestern  Montana, 
if  flows  for  a  distance  of  2,460  miles  to  enter  the  Mississippi  River 
above  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

A  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes 
in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  was  approved  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  June  28,  1938,  which  also  authorized  $9  million  for  initiation  and 
partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  The  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
December  22,  1944,  expanded  the  general  comprehensive  plan  for  the 
Missouri  River  Basin  to  include  the  coordinated  plan  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  authorized  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $200  million  for  each  agency.  Additional  projects  and 
monetary  authorizations  have  been  included  in  subsequent  acts,  bring¬ 
ing  the  total  monetary  authorization  to  date  to  $1,462  million. 
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Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ * _ $2, 160,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization _  1,  462,  000,  000 

Appropriations  thru  30  June  1968 _  1,418,000,000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization -  44,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  thru  calendar  year  1969 _  82,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  thru  calendar  year  1969 _  38,000,000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 
Project : 

Big  Bend  Reservoir,  S.  Dak -  $940,  000 

Hillsdale  Reservoir,  Kans -  165,  000 

Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Mo _  12,  700,  000 

Lawrence,  Kans _  1, 498,  000 

Melvern  Reservoir,  Kans -  6,  885,  000 

Missouri  River  Levee  System _  3,  604,  000 

Oahe  Reservoir,  S.  Dak -  1,  300,  000 

Osawatomie,  Kans -  412,  000 

Perry  Reservoir,  Kans -  3,  731,  000 

Stockton  Reservoir,  Mo -  5,  500,  000 

Topeka,  Kans _  669,  000 

8  projects  for  recreational  development -  862,  000 


Total  requested  authorization -  38,  266,  000 


Ohio  River  Basin 


The  Ohio  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  the  Allegheny  and 
Monongahela  Rivers  at  Pittsburgh,  and  flows  in  a  general  southwest¬ 
erly  direction  to  join  the  Mississippi  River  at  Cairo,  Ill.  Its  length  is 
981  miles,  and  its  basin,  comprising  204,000  square  miles,  lies  between 
the  Allegheny  Mountains  on  the  east  and  the  Mississippi  River  Basin 
on  the  west.  The  basin  is  about  800  miles  long  along  the  northeast- 
southwest  axis,  and  about  500-miles  wide  along  its  northwest-south¬ 
west  axis.  Lying  in  the  basin  are  major  portions  of  Ohio,  Indiana,  West 
Virginia,  Kentucky,  and  Tennessee;  large  areas  in  Pennsylvania,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  North  Carolina,  Alabama,  and  Illinois;  and  parts  of  New  York, 
Maryland,  Georgia,  and  Mississippi. 

The  Flood  Control  Acts  of  June  22, 1936,  August  28,  1937,  and  June 
28,  1938,  approved  a  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and 
other  purposes  in  the  Ohio  River  Basin,  consisting  of  reservoirs,  levees, 
floodwalls,  and  drainage  structures  for  protection  of  cities  and  towns. 
Those  acts  were  amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent  acts,  which 
also  included  monetary  authorizations  for  further  prosecution  of  the 
comprehensive  plan.  The  monetary  authorization  provided  to  date 
totals  $1,053  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan - $1,  349,  000,  000 


Present  monetary  authorization -  1,053,000,000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 -  1,023,000,000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization -  30,000,000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969  65.  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969 _ 


35,  000,  000 
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Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 


Project  *  Amount 

Big  Darby  Reservoir,  Ohio _  $750,  000 

Brookville  Reservoir,  Ind _  4,  300,  000 

Burnsville  Lake,  W.Va _  2,  480,  000 

Caesar  Creek  Reservoir,  Ohio _  1,  900,  000 

Cave  Run  Reservoir,  Ky _  5,  500,  000 

East  Fork  Reservoir.  Ohio _  2,  700,  000 

East  Lynn  Lake,  W.Va _  7,  235,  000 

England  Pond  Levee,  Ill _  38,  000 

Frankfort,  Ky _  700,  000 

Island  Levee,  Ill _  520,  000 

J.  Percy  Priest  Reservoir,  Tenn _  679,  000 

Paint  Creek  Reservoir,  Ohio _  4,  330,  000 

Rochester  and  McClearys  Bluff  Levee,  Ind _  334,  000 

Summersville  Lake,  W.Va _  310,  000 

West  Fork  Lake,  W.Va _  50,  000 

West  Terre  Haute,  Ind _  900,  000 

17  projects  for  recreational  development _  2,  281,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _ 35,  007,  000 


OUACHITA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Ouachita  River  Basin,  comprising  about  25,000  square  miles 
within  the  Red  River  Basin,  is  located  in  the  southern  half  of  Arkan¬ 
sas  and  the  northwestern  part  of  Louisiana. 

The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  May  17,  1950,  approved  the  general 
plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Ouachita  River  Basin 
and  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $21,300,000  for  initiation  and 
partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  The  authorized  plan  consists  of 
channel  improvements  for  flood  control  for  Bayou  Bartholomew, 
Ark.  and  La.,  and  Pine  Bluff,  Ark.,  DeGrav  Reservoir,  Ark.,  Mur¬ 
freesboro  Reservoir,  Ark.,  and  a  flooclwall  at  Monroe,  La.  The 
monetary  authorization  has  been  increased  by  subsequent  acts  bring¬ 
ing  the  total  monetary  authorization  to  $40  million. 


Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $80,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  40,  000. 000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  35,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  5,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969 _  15,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969 _  10,  000,  000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 
Project : 

Bayou,  Bartholomew,  Ark.  and  La _  $635,  000 

DeGray  Reservoir,  Ark _  9, 105,  090 

Monroe,  La _  270,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _ 10,  010,  000 


San  Joaquin  River  Basin 

The  San  Joaquin  River,  the  only  exterior  drainage  channel  for  an 
area  of  about  32,000  square  miles,  has  its  source  in  the  Sierra  Nevada 
Range  about  25  miles  southeast  of  the  Yosemite  Valley,  Calif. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944,  adopted  the 
plan  of  improvement  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the  lower 
San  Joaquin  River  and  tributaries,  including  the  Tuolumne  and 
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Stanislaus  Rivers,  and  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $8  million  for 
partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  This  monetary  authorization  has 
been  increased  by  later  acts,  bringing  the  total  monetary  authorization 


to  date  to  $31  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan - $104,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  31.  000.  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  30.  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  1,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969 _  IS,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969 _  17,  000,  000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 

Project : 

New  Don  Pedro  Reservoir,  Calif _ $2, 170,  000 

New  Melones  Reservoir,  Calif _  14,  800,  000 

Total  requested  authorization _  17,  030,  000 

South  Platte  River.  Colo. 


The  South  Platte  River  rises  on  the  Continental  Divide  in  central 
Colorado,  and  flows  northeasterly  to  its  confluence  with  the  North 
Platte  River  at  North  Platte,  Nebr.  The  drainage  area  of  24,030  square 
miles  includes  a  section  of  the  rugged  eastern  slope  of  the  Rocky 
Mountains,  with  elevation  exceeding  14,000  feet  and  extensive  areas  of 
the  Great  Plains. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  IT,  1950,  authorized  a  plan  for  flood 
control  and  related  purposes  in  the  South  Platte  River  Basin  in  Colo¬ 
rado.  The  plan  consists  of  Chatfield  Reservoir  and  levee  and  channel 
improvements  at  three  locations,  including  the  city  of  Boulder.  The 
act  also  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $26,300,000  for  partial  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  plan.  Public  Law  90-17,  approved  May  12,  1967, 
increased  the  monetary  authorization  by  $2  million,  bringing  the  total 


to  $28,300,000. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $115,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  28,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  12,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  16,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969 _  28,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969-  12,  000,  000 

Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 

Project :  Chatfield  Reservoir,  Colo _ $12,  000,000 

Total  requested  authorization _  12,  000,  000 


Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

The  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  is  that  portion  of  the  north- 
central  United  States  containing  the  Mississippi  River  and  all  tribu¬ 
tary  streams  above  the  Ohio  River,  but  excluding  the  Missouri  River. 
The  Mississippi  River  originates  at  Lake  Itasca  in  Central  Minnesota, 
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and  flows  approximately  1,366  miles  to  a  point  above  the  mouth  of  the 
Ohio  River.  This  basin  area  covers  188,000  square  miles  and  includes 
the  larger  parts  of  Minnesota,  Wisconsin,  Illinois,  and  Iowa,  and  small 
portions  of  Indiana,  South  Dakota,  and  Missouri. 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  approved  the  general  com¬ 
prehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River  Basin,  consisting  of  reservoirs  and  local  flood  pro¬ 
tection  works  on  the  upper  Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers,  and  au¬ 
thorized  the  appropriation  of  $9.3  million  for  their  construction.  Sub¬ 
sequent  acts  have  increased  the  authorization  and  modified  the  plan 
to  include  additional  projects.  The  monetary  authorization  provided 
to  date  totals  $119  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $175,  000,  000 


Present  monetry  authorization _  119,  000,  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  117,  000,  000 


Remaining  monetary  authorization _  2,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969 _  7,  000,  000 


Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969 _  5,  000,  000 


Projects  and  amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 


Project : 

Red  Rock  Reservoir  and  Lake,  Red  Rock,  Iowa _ $1,  670,  000 

Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  Ill.  (pumping  plant) —  30,  000 

1  project  for  recreational  development _  25,  000 


Total  requested  authorization _  4, 725,000 


White  River  Basin 

The  White  River  rises  in  northwestern  Arkansas,  flows  northeasterly 
into  southern  Missouri,  and  thence  southeasterly  back  into  Arkansas 
to  join  the  Mississippi  River  at  about  mile  580  above  the  Head  of 
Passes,  La.  It  is  about  700  miles  long  and  drains  about  27,765  square 
miles,  of  which  10,622  are  in  Missouri  and  17,143  are  in  Arkansas. 
About  7,000  square  miles  are  within  the  limits  of  the  Mississippi  River 
backwaters.  The  latter  area  is  included  in  the  plan  for  the  Lower 
Mississippi  River  Basin  project. 

The  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  in  the  White  River  Basin  was  approved  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  June  28,  1938,  which  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $25  mil¬ 
lion  for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  plan.  Subsequent 
legislation  has  authorized  additional  amounts  for  continuation  of  the 
plan,  and  modified  it  to  include  additional  projects.  The  monetary 


authorization  provided  to  date  totals  $286  million. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  projects  in  plan _ $347,  000,  000 

Present  monetary  authorization _  286,  000.  000 

Appropriations  through  June  30,  1968 _  285,  000,  000 

Remaining  monetary  authorization _  1,  000,  000 

Additional  scheduled  obligations  through  calendar  year  1969 3,  000,  000 

Deficit  monetary  authorization  through  calendar  year  1969 2,  000,  000 


Amounts  on  which  requested  authorization  is  planned  to  he  used 

Project:  6  projects  for  recreational  development  (total  requested 
authorization)  _  $1,820,000 


SECTION'  302 

West  Branch  Susquehanna  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  West  Branch  Susquehanna  River 
Basin,  Pa.,  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  September  3, 
1954.  The  authorization  was  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
contained  in  House  Document  29,  84th  Congress.  This  document  rec¬ 
ommended  a  project  consisting  of  a  system  of  three  flood  control  res¬ 
ervoirs — Blanchard  (now  Foster  Joseph  Sayers  Dam),  Curwensville, 
and  Kettle  Creek  (now  Alvin  R.  Bush  Reservoir)  located  in  the  head¬ 
waters  of  the  west  branch  at  a  total  estimated  cost  of  $02,520,000.  Con¬ 
gress  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $25  million  for  partial  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  project.  Subsequent  legislation  has  authorized  a  total 
additional  appropriation  of  $28  million  to  continue  construction  of  the 
project. 

The  Alvin  R.  Bush  (Kettle  Creek)  Reservoir  has  been  completed. 
Curwensville  Reservoir  is  essentially  complete,  with  only  minor  items 
of  work  remaining  to  be  closed  out.  The  Foster  Joseph  Sayers  Dam 
(Blanchard  Reservoir)  is  well  underway  and  construction  is  about  75 
percent  complete. 

The  total  cost  of  the  West  Branch  Susquehanna  River  Basin  project 
subject  to  monetary  limitation  is  presently  estimated  to  cost  $55,700,- 
000.  Total  monetary  authorization  to  date  is  $53  million.  An  additional 
$3  million  in  monetary  authorization  is  estimated  to  be  required  for 
continuation  of  scheduled  construction  on  this  project  through  calen¬ 
dar  year  1969.  Since  this  amount  is  also  considered  adequate  to  com¬ 
plete  construction  of  the  three  reservoir  projects  included  in  the  basin 
plan,  the  committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill  which  will  au¬ 
thorize  completion  of  the  West  Branch  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
project. 


Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  tiie  Bill,  As  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman)  : 


SECTION  2  OF  THE  ACT  APPROVED  JULY  8,  1942 

(56  Stat.  651) 

Sec.  2.  The  consideration  to  be  paid  by  such  town  of  Mar  met  for 
tlie  two  tracts  of  land,  the  conveyance  of  which  is  authorized  by  the 
first  section  of  this  Act,  shall  he  the  sum  of  $3,300,  being  50  per 
centum  of  the  current  appraised  value  thereof.  Such  two  tracts  of 
land  shall  be  held  and  used  by  the  grantee  for  the  purposes  of  a 
public  park  and  recreational  site  and  for  similar  and  related  muniei- 
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pal  purposes  including  firefighting  facilities  and  structures.  The  deed 
of  conveyance  of  such  tracts  of  land  to  be  executed  by  the  Secretary 
of  War  shall  contain  appropriate  provisions  to  provide  for  a  reversion 
of  such  tracts  of  land  to  the  United  States  in  the  event  the  grantee 
shall  fail  to  use  or  shall  cease  using  them  for  such  purposes  or  shall 
alienate  or  attempt  to  alienate  any  part  of  them. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

ACT  OF  DECEMBER  21,  1944,  AS  AMENDED 

******* 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  commission  and  its  successors  and  assigns  are  here¬ 
by  authorized  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  of  such  bridge,  or 
bridges  as  may  be  acquired,  reconstructed,  or  constructed,  as  herein 
provided,  and  approaches  (including  the  approach  highways,  which, 
in  the  judgment  of  the  commission,  it  is  necessary  or  advisable  to  con¬ 
struct  or  cause  to  be  constructed  to  provide  suitable  and  adequate  con¬ 
nections  with  existing  impi’oved  highways)  and  the  necessary  land 
easements  and  appurtenances  thereto,  by  an  issue  or  issues  of  negoti¬ 
able  bonds  of  the  commission,  bearing  interest,  payable  semiannually, 
at  the  rate  of  not  more  than  6  per  centum  per  annum,  the  principal 
and  interest  of  which  bonds  shall  be  payable  solely  from  the  funds 
provided  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  and  such  payments  may  be 
further  secured  by  mortgage  of  the  bridge  or  bridges.  All  such  bonds 
may  be  registrable  as  to  principal  alone  or  both  principal  and  interest, 
shall  be  payable  as  to  principal  within  not  to  exceed  twenty-five  years 
from  the  date  thereof,  shall  be  in  such  denominations,  shall  be  executed 
in  such  manner,  and  shall  be  payable  in  such  medium  and  at  such 
place  or  places  as  the  commission  may  determine,  and  the  face  amount 
thereof  shall  be  so  calculated  as  to  produce,  at  the  price  of  their 
sale,  the  cost  of  the  bridge  or  bridges,  acquired  or  constructed,  and 
approaches  and  the  land  easements,  and  appurtenances  used  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith,  when  added  to  any  other  funds  made  available  to 
the  commission  for  the  use  of  said  purposes.  The  commission  may 
reserve  the  right  to  redeem  any  or  all  of  said  bonds  before  maturity 
in  such  manner  and  at  such  price  or  prices  not  exceeding  105  and 
accrued  interest  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  commission  prior  to  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  the  bonds.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  any  prior  contracts 
or  obligations  the  commission  may  disburse  any  available  bridge  rev¬ 
enues  or  other  funds  or  borrow  money  and  issue  its  negotiable  interest- 
bearing  notes  in  evidence  thereof  to  defray  the  cost  of  designing, 
engineering,  and  planning  a  new  bridge  or  bridges  under  this  Act 
and  acquire  lands  for  the  location  and  approaches  thereto,  provided 
that  all  notes  evidencing  the  funds  so  borrowed,  if  not  previously 
paid  from  such  bridge  revenues,  shall  be  repaid  from  the  proceeds  of 
the  bonds  of  the  commission  when  issued  for  account  of  such  new 
bridge  or  bridges.  In  the  event  the  commission  issues  notes  as  here¬ 
inbefore  in  this  section  provided  and  said  notes  have  not  been  other¬ 
wise  paid  and  a  new  bridge  or  bridges  are  not  built,  said  notes  shall 
be  paid  from  revenues  derived  from  the  operation  of  any  other  bridge 
or  bridges  owned  by  the  commission,  subject  to  the  obligation  of  pay¬ 
ment  of  all  outstanding  indebtedness  for  which  said  revenues  have 
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been  theretofore  pledged.  The  commission  when  it  deems  it  advisable 
may  issue  refunding  bonds  to  refinance  any  outstanding  bonds,  and 
to  pay  any  other  indebtedness  of  the  commission,  at  maturity  or 
before  maturity  when  called  for  redemption,  and  may  include,  as  a 
part  of  an  issue  of  bonds  to  provide  for  the  cost  of  a  bridge  to  be 
constructed  under  this  Act,  sufficient  additional  bonds  bearing  interest 
at  a  rate  or  rates  not  exceeding  6  per  centum  per  annum  to  refinance 
any  outstanding  bonds  and  notes  at  maturity  or  before  maturity  when 
called  for  redemption.  The  commission  may  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  any  bank  or  trust  company  in  the  United  States  as  trustee  having 
the  power  to  make  such  agreement,  setting  forth  the  duties  of  the 
commission  in  respect  to  the  acquisition,  construction,  maintenance, 
operation,  repair,  and  insurance  of  the  bridge  or  bridges,  the  conser¬ 
vation  and  application  of  all  funds,  the  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  bonds,  the  safeguarding  of  money  on  hand  or  on  deposit,  and 
the  rights  and  remedies  of  said  trustee  and  the  holders  of  the  bonds, 
restricting  the  individual  right  of  action  of  the  bondholders  as  is 
customary  in  trust  agreements  respecting  bonds  of  corporations. 
Such  trust  agreement  may  contain  such  provisions  for  protecting 
and  enforcing  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  trustee  and  the  bond¬ 
holders  as  may  be  reasonable  and  proper  and  not  inconsistent  with 
the  law. 

Said  bonds  may  be  sold  at  not  less  than  par  after  public  advertise¬ 
ment  for  bids  to  be  opened  publicly  at  the  time  and  place  stated  in 
such  advertisement  and  at  the  price  bid  which  will  yield  the  greatest 
return  to  the  commission  for  the  bonds  to  be  sold.  Such  advertisement 
for  bids  shall  be  published  at  least  once  each  week  for  at  least  two 
consecutive  weeks  in  a  newspaper  or  financial  journal  having  recog¬ 
nized  circulation  among  bidders  for  bonds  of  the  type  and  character 
offered.  The  price  to  be  paid  for  the  bridge  or  bridges  acquired  here¬ 
under  shall  not  exceed  the  reasonable  value  thereof  as  determined  by 
the  commission  at  the  time  of  acquisition.  The  cost  of  the  bridge  to 
be  constructed  as  provided  herein,  together  with  the  approaches  and 
approach  highways,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  interest  during  con¬ 
struction  of  the  bridge  and  for  twelve  months  thereafter,  and  all 
engineering,  legal,  financing,  architectural,  traffic  surveying,  con¬ 
demnation,  and  other  expenses  incident  to  the  bridge  and  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  the  necessary  property,  including  the  cost  of  acquiring  existing 
franchises  and  riparian  rights  relating  to  the  bridge,  as  well  as  the 
cost  of  abandonment  or  dismantlement  of  any  existing  bridge  to  be 
replaced  thereby.  If  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  shall  exceed  the  cost 
as  finally  determined,  the  excess  shall  be  placed  in  the  fund  hereafter 
provided  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  such  bonds.  Prior  to 
the  preparation  of  definitive  bonds  the  commission  may,  under  like 
restrictions,  issue  temporary  bonds  or  may,  under  like  restrictions, 
issue  termporary  bonds  or  interim  certificates  without  coupons,  of  any 
denomination  whatsoever,  exchangeable  for  definitive  bonds  when  such 
bonds  that  have  been  executed  are  available  for  delivery. 

(b )  In  addition  to  the  method  of  'payment  provided  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section ,  the  commission  and  its  successors  and  assigns  are 
hereby  authorized  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  of  disman¬ 
tling  one  bridge  and  of  constructing  as  a  replacement  therefor  a  new 
bridge  (including  necessary  approaches  and  approach  highways) 
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either  entirely  from  a  construction  fund  created  in  accordance  with 
section  6  of  this  Act  or  from  both  such  construction  fund  and  from 
bonds  issued  and  sold  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.  The  cost  of  any  bridge  constructed,  under  this  subsection  ( to¬ 
gether  with  approaches  and  approach  highways )  shall  include  all 
costs  and  expenses  included  in  the  case  of  a  bridge  constructed  under 
authority  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  ( including  its  approaches 
and  approach  highways ). 

*  %  #  %  ❖  H?  * 

Sec.  6.  The  rates  and  schedule  of  toll  to  be  charged  for  the  use  of 
such  bridge  or  bridges,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  Congress 
approved  March  23,  1906,  shall  be  continuously  adjusted  and  main¬ 
tained  so  as  to  provide  a  fund  sufficient  to  pay  for  the  reasonable  cost 
of  maintaining,  repairing,  and  operating  the  bridge  or  bridges  and 
approaches  under  economical  management,  and  to  provide  a  fund 
sufficient  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  such  bonds  as  the  same 
shall  fall  due  and  the  redemption  of  repurchase  price  of  all  or  any 
thereof  redeemed  or  repurchased  before  maturity  as  herein  pro- 
vided[.J,  and.  if  the  Commission  determines  it  advisable  to  do  so,  to 
provide  a  construction  fund  specifically  to  pay  the  cost  of  dismantling 
one  bridge  and  constructing  a  new  bridge  to  replace  it  as  authorized 
by  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  this  Act.  All  tolls  and  other  revenues 
from  said  bridge  or  bridges  are  hereby  pledged  to  such  uses  and  to  the 
application  thereof  as  hereinafter  in  this  section  required.  After  pay¬ 
ment  or  provision  for  payment  therefrom  of  all  such  cost  of  mainte¬ 
nance,  repair,  and  operation,  and  the  reservation  of  an  amount  of 
money  estimated  to  be  sufficient  for  the  same  purpose  during  an  en¬ 
suing  period  of  not  more  than  six  months,  the  remainder  of  tolls  col¬ 
lected  shall  be  placed  in  a  fund,  at  intervals  to  be  determined  by  the 
commission  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  bonds,  to  pay  the  principal 
and  interest  of  such  bonds.  If  no  bonds  or  notes  are  outstanding  or  if 
a,  sinking  fund  specifically  for  payment  of  all  outstanding  bonds  and 
notes  shall  have  been  provided ,  the  remainder  of  such  tolls  may ,  if  the 
Commission  determines  it  advisable  to  do  so ,  be  placed  in  a  construc¬ 
tion  fund  for  use  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of 
this  Act.  An  accurate  record  of  the  cost  of  the  bridge  or  bridges  and 
approaches ;  the  expenditures  for  maintaining,  repairing,  and  operat¬ 
ing  the  same ;  and  of  the  daily  tolls  collected,  shall  be  kept  and  shall  be 
available  for  the  information  of  all  persons  interested.  The  commis¬ 
sion  shall  classify  in  a  reasonable  way  all  traffic  over  the  bridge  or 
bridges  so  that  the  tolls  shall  be  so  fixed  and  adjusted  by  it  as  to  be  uni¬ 
form  in  the  application  thereof  to  all  traffic  falling  within  reasonable 
classes,  regardless  of  the  status  or  character  of  any  person,  firm,  or 
corporation  participating  in  such  traffic,  and  shall  prevent  all  nse  of 
such  bridge  or  bridges  for  traffic  except  upon  payment  of  tolls  so  fixed 
and  adjusted.  No  toll  shall  be  charged  officials  or  employees  of  the 
Commission,  nor  shall  toll  be  charged  officials  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  while  in  the  discharge  of  duties  incident  to  their 
office  or  employment,  nor  shall  toll  be  charged  members  of  the  fire 
department  or  peace  officers  when  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their 
official  duties. 
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Within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  construction  of  any  bridge  or 
bridges,  or  the  acquisition  of  any  bridge  or  bridges,  the  commission 
shall  file  with  the  Public  Roads  Administration  of  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  a  sworn  itemized  statement  showing  the  cost  of  constructing 
or  purchasing  the  bridge  or  bridges  and  their  approaches,  the  cost  of 
acquiring  any  interest  in  real  or  other  property  necessary  therefor, 
and  the  amount  of  bonds,  debentures,  or  other  evidence  of  indebeted- 
ness  issued  in  connection  with  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  said 
bridge  or  bridges. 

*****  *  * 

Sec.  8.  (a)  After  payment  of  the  bonds,  the  notes  issued  under  sec¬ 
tion  5  of  this  Act,  and  the  interest,  or  after  a  sinking  fund  sufficient 
for  such  payment  shall  have  been  provided  and  shall  be  held  solely 
for  that  purpose,  and  after  any  bridge  constructed  under  authority 
of  section  5(b)  of  this  Act  shall  have  been  paid  for .  or  sufficient  funds 
are  available  in  the  construction  fund  authorized  by  section  G  to  pay 
for  such  bridge,  the  commission  shall  deliver  deeds  or  other  suitable 
instruments  of  conveyance  of  the  interest  of  the  commission  in  and 
to  that  part  of  said  bridge  or  bridges  within  Iowa  to  the  State  of 
Iowa  or  any  municipality  or  agency  thereof  as  may  be  authorized  by 
or  pursuant  to  law  to  accept  the  same  (hereafter  referred  to  as  the 
“Iowa  interests’'),  and  that  part  of  said  bridge  or  bridges  within 
Illinois  to  the  State  of  Illinois  or  any  municipality  or  agency  thereof 
as  may  be  authorized  by  or  pursuant  to  law  to  accept  the  same  (here¬ 
after  referred  to  as  the  “Illinois  interests”),  under  the  condition  that 
the  bridge  or  bridges  shall  thereafter  be  free  of  tolls  and  be  properly 
maintained,  operated,  and  repaired  by  the  Iowa  interests  and  the  Il¬ 
linois  interests,  as  may  be  agreed  upon;  but  if  the  Iowa  or  Illinois 
interests,  as  the  case  may  be,  fail  to  accept,  or  are  not  authorized  to 
accept,  their  respective  portions  of  said  bridge  or  bridges,  then  the 
commission  may  deliver  deeds,  or  other  suitable  instruments  of  con¬ 
veyance  of  said  portions,  to  any  other  interest  which  may  accept  and 
may  be  authorized  to  accept  the  same,  under  the  condition  that  the 
bridge  or  bridges  shall  thereafter  be  free  of  toll  and  be  properly  main¬ 
tained,  operated,  and  repaired  by  said  interests  to  whom  said  con¬ 
veyances  are  delivered;  but  if  either  the  Iowa  interests,  or  the  Illinois 
interests,  or  any  other  interest  hereinabove  mentioned  shall  not  be 
authorized  to  accept  or  shall  not  accept  the  same  under  such  condi¬ 
tions,  then  the  bridge  or  bridges  shall  continue  to  be  owned,  main¬ 
tained,  operated,  and  repaired  by  the  commission  as  a  free  bridge, 
until  such  time  as  the  Iowa  interests,  the  Illinois  interests,  or  any 
other  interest  hereinabove  mentioned,  shall  be  authorized  to  accept 
and  shall  accept  such  conveyance  under  such  conditions.  The  rate  or 
rates  of  toll  for  crossing  any  bridge  now  existing  or  hereafter  con¬ 
structed  which  abuts  upon  or  enters  into  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  of  Clinton,  Iowa,  shall  not  be  reduced  below  the  rate  or  l-ates  now 
in  effect  on  existing  bridges  so  long  as  any  indebtedness  of  said  com¬ 
mission  for  the  account  of  any  bridge  or  bridges  shall  be  outstanding 
and  unpaid.  Before  deeds  or  other  suitable  instruments  of  conveyance 
are  offered  to  the  Iowa  interests  and  the  Illinois  interests  for  accept¬ 
ance,  the  commission  shall  place  the  bridge  or  bridges  in  a  state  of  re- 


pair  which  will  meet  the  approval  of  the  Highway  Departments  of 
the  States  of  Iowa  and  Illinois,  and  if  in  the  opinion  of  said  highway 
departments  said  bridge  or  bridges  will  need  repainting  within  two 
years  after  the  date  of  conveyance  of  title,  the  commission  shall  turn 
over  to  the  Iowa  interests  and  the  Illinois  interests  sufficient  funds 
to  pay  the  cost  of  repainting. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  restrictions  or  limitation  imposed  bv  the 
Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  that  the  United  States  shall  aid  tht 
States  in  the  construction  of  rural  post  roads,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses",  approved  July  11,  1916,  or  by  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  or 
by  an  Act  amendatory  of  or  supplemental  to  either  thereof,  the 
Federal  Works  Administrator  or  any  other  Federal  department  or 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government  may  extend  Federal  aid 
under  such  Acts  for  the  construction  of  said  bridge  or  bridges  out 
of  any  moneys  allocated  to  the  State  of  Iowa  with  the  consent  of  the 
State  highway  commission  of  said  State,  and  out  of  moneys  allocated 
to  the  State  of  Illinois  with  the  consent  of  the  department  of  high¬ 
ways  of  said  State. 

sH  *  *  *  *  *  ❖ 


SECOND  PARAGRAPH  UNDER  THE  HEADING  “MISSOURI 
RIVER  BASIN”  OF  THE  ACT  APPROVED  DECEMBER  30, 

1963 


(77  Stat.  840) 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

An  additional  sum  of  $80,000,000  for  the  prosecution  of  the  com¬ 
prehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Missouri 
River  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938, 
as  amended  and  supplemented. 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the 
Missouri  River  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28, 
1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  is  further  modified  to  include 
such  bank  protection  or  rectification  works  at  or  below  the  Garrison 
Reservoir  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  may  be  found  necessary,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
[$3,000,000]  $7,040,000. 


SECTION  313  OF  THE  ACT  APPOVED  OCTOBER  27,  1965 

(79  Stat.  1073) 

Sec.  313.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  transmit  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  not  later  than  June  30,  [1968]  1969 ,  a  suggested  draft  of  legisla¬ 
tion  revising  and  codifying  the  general  and  permanent  laws  relating 
to  civil  works  projects  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  navigation,  beach 
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erosion  control,  flood  control,  and  related  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment.  The  Secretary  shall  also  submit  a  report  explaining  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  and  making  specific  reference  to  each  change  in  or 
omission  of  any  provision  of  existing  law. 


SECTION  111  OF  THE  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  ACT  OF  1966 

(80  Stat.  1417) 

Sec.  111.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  hereby  authorized  to 
provide  for  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  a  bridge, 
with  visitor  facilities,  over  the  Washington  Channel,  from  the  vicinity 
of  Tenth  Street  Southwest  to  East  Potomac  Park  in  Washington, 
District  of  Columbia.  The  structure  may  be  so  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  as  to  provide  facilities  for  the  accommodation  of  visitors  to 
the  Nation’s  Capital  area,  and  to  provide  convenient  and  adequate 
access  to  East  Potomac  Park. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  obtain  and  use  such  lands  or  interests  there¬ 
in  owned,  controlled,  or  administered  by  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
District  of  Columbia  Redevelopment  Land  Agency,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  or  any  other  Government  agency,  with  the  prior  consent 
of  such  agency  or  agencies,  as  he  shall  consider  necessary  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  said  bridge,  without  cost  or  reimburse¬ 
ment.  Before  construction  is  commenced,  the  location  and  plans  for 
the  bridge  shall  be  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  subject  to  such  conditions  as  they  may  prescribe, 
in  accordance  with  section  502(b)  of  the  General  Bridge  Act  of  194G 
(33  U.S.C.  525b). 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  enter  into  appropriate  arrange¬ 
ments  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  bridge  in  accordance 
with  the  authority  contained  in  section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  25,  191G 
(39  Stat.  535),  as  amended,  except  that  any  such  arrangements  need 
not  be  limited  to  a  maximum  term  of  thirty  years.  The  bridge,  at  all 
times,  shall  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
and  shall  be  administered,  operated,  maintained,  and  policed  as  a  part 
of  the  park  system  of  the  National  Capital. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  cooperate  with  other  Fed¬ 
eral  and  local  agencies  with  respect  to  the  construction  and  operation 
of  the  bridge  by  him  and  the  construction  and  operation  of  associated 
facilities  by  such  other  Federal  and  local  agencies  including  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  Redevelopment  Land  Agency  which  shall  enter  into 
appropriate  arrangements  by  negotiation  or  public  bid  to  (i)  lease  all 
or  part  of  the  land  bounded  by  Maine  Avenue,  Ninth  Street  and  the 
Southwest  Freeway,  Southwest,  to  provide  for  the  construction,  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  of  a  structured  automobile  parking  facility 
designed  to  accommodate  visitors  to  East  Potomac  Park  and  (ii)  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  (a)  a  public  park  or  overlook,  which  park 
is  to  be  maintained  and  operated  by  the  National  Park  Service;  and 
(b)  roads  providing  access  to  the  Tenth  Street  Mall  from  the  South¬ 
west  Freeway  and  to  and  from  Ninth  Street,  Southwest,  which  roads 
shall  be  maintained  and  operated  by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Any 
lease  of  the  aforementioned  area,  executed  by  the  District  of  Columbia 
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Redevelopment  Land  Agency,  shall  provide  appropriate  easements  for 
the  construction,  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  aforesaid  public 
park  and  roadways.  Local  agencies  may  enter  into  arrangements  with 
the  person,  persons,  corporation  or  corporations,  as  the  Secretary  may 
select  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  hereof  for  the  construction  and  oper¬ 
ation  of  necessary  associated  facilities  otherwise  authorized. 

(e) (1)  There  is  hereby  established  an  advisory  committee,  which 
shall  be  composed  of  the  Chairman,  National  Capital  Planning  Com¬ 
mission;  the  Chairman,  Commission  of  Fine  Arts;  the  President, 
Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia;  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  United  States  Army;  the  Chairman,  District  of  Columbia 
Redevelopment  Land  Agency;  and  three  members  to  be  appointed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  among  the  residents  of  the 
Metropolitan  Washington  area.  The  ex-officio  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  may  be  represented  by  their  designees. 

(2)  Members  of  the  Committee  shall  serve  without  compensation, 
but  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay  any  expenses  reasonably  in¬ 
curred  by  the  Committee  in  carrying  out  its  responsibilities  under 
this  section. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  designate  one  member  of  the  Committee 
to  be  Chairman.  The  Committee  shall  act  and  advise  by  the  affirma¬ 
tive  vote  of  a  majority  of  its  members. 

(4)  The  secretary  or  his  designee  shall,  from  time  to  time,  consult 
with  and  obtain  the  advice  of  the  Committee  with  respect  of  matters 
relating  to  the  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  the  bridge  and 
any  associated  facilities. 

(f)  The  construction  and  operation  of  the  bridge  shall  be  at  no 
expense  to  the  Federal  Government,  and  there  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  maintenance 
of  the  bridge  and  to  carry  out  the  other  purposes  of  this  section. 

(g)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  conduct  a  study  of  those 
areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Washington  Channel  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  suitable  for  public  visitor  parking  facilities.  Such  study 
shall ,  among  others ,  consider  existing  and  future  visitation ,  multiple 
and  alternative  areas ,  methods  for  providing  such  facilities ,  and  esti- 
m/ited  costs  and  revenues  to  be  derived  therefrom.  Not  later  than  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  date  funds  are  appropriated  to 
carry  out  such  study ,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  President  and 
Congress  a  report,  thereon  together  with  his  recommendations ,  includ¬ 
ing  necessary  legislation ,  if  any.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  not  to  exceed  $100,000  to  carry  out  this  subsection. 
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Union  Calendar  No.  689 

S.  3710 

[Report  No.  1709] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Jtjlt  3, 1968 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
July  11, 1968 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITHE  I  RIVERS  ANH  HARBORS 

4  Seer  THE  That  the  fodowing  works  of  improvement  of 

5  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 

6  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 

7  to  he  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
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A-nny  and  supervision  <d  the  Chief  el  Engineers?  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  el  Engineer  in  the  respective  reports 
herein  ft  f  ter  designated :  ProvkM -  That  the  provisions  el  see- 
t+en  4  el  the  River  and  Harbor  Aet  approved  March  27  49-to 
-{Public  -haw  Numbered  1-4-7  Seventy  ninth  Congress?  hast 
session)  y  slitiH  with  respeet  to  projects  authorized  in 

this  title?  and  the  procedures  therein  set  lerth  with  respeet 
to  plans?  prepesalsT  or  reports  lor  works  el  improvement  lor 
navigation  or  hoed  control  and  lor  irrigation  and  purposes 
incidental  thereby  shah  apply  as  h  herein  set  lerth  in  lahe 

NAVIGATION 

-Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts :  -House  Document  Arum- 
hered  Abe?  Ninetieth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  cost  ol  $64-6, 
06C? 

Eah  River  Harbor?  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island-: 
Hon  se  Peeoment  Amnbered  445?  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $8,762?000 ; 

Rnstol  Ilft.rhor?  Rhode  -Island :  House  Document  Atum- 
bered  -tody  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  ol  fgdo?- 
006? 

Rort  J efferson  Harbor?  Eew  Marks  House  Document 
Nmnbered  Am?  Ninetieth  Congress,-  at  an  estimated  eost  el 
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bored  404;  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  oh  estimated  cost  el  $703, 

000i 

Cooper  River;  Charleston  Harbor,  South  Carolinao 
Senate  Document  Numbered  ;  Ninetieth  Congress-* 

Provided ,  -That  nothing  in  this  Act  shod  bo  construed  os 
authorizing  the  proposal  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  set  forth 
in  said  document  except  that  part  of  the  recommendation 
which  provides  for  negotiations  with  the  South  Carolina 
Bubhe  Service 


to  limit  hows  through  -Pinopotis 
Dam,  Provided-;  further  that  authority  for  such  negotiations 
shah  not  extent  beyond  -April  4;  1976. 

Miami  Harbor;  Eiorida:  Senate  -Document  Numbered 


t  Ninetieth 


37  at  an  estimated  eest  of  $6,476,000 ; 


Atchafalaya  Diver  and  Bayous  Cheno;  -Boeofy  and  Black, 
Louisiana-;  House  Document  Numbered  Lola  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress;  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,645;000; 

Bed  Bivcr  -Water-way;  -Louisiana,  Texas;  Arkansas;  and 
Oklahoma.-;  House  Document  Numbered  304,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress;  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $474,2h3-;900-f  Provided,  That 
construction  of  the  bank  stabilization  works  in  the  reach  of 
the  river  extending  from  Index;  Arkansas;  to  Denison  Dane 
Texas,  shah  not  he  initiated  under  the  President  has  approved 
a  report  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  reexamining 
the  Federal  responsibility  for  such  works-; 

Mississippi  -River  Huh  Outlet;  Manhood  Canah  Louisiana^ 
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1  Senate  Document  Numbered  7  Ninetieth  Congress?  at  an 

2  estimated  east  of  $1,300,000; 

3  Wilson  Harbor?  New  York :  House  Document  Num-- 

4  bored  14-2?  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  east  of 

5  $498?0667 

6  Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Boon- 

7  mernt  Numbered  04?  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  east 

8  of  $4t345,OOOi 

9  Hamlin  Beach  State  Hark,  New  York:  House  Boon ■ 

10  rnent  N umbered  7  Ninetieth  Congress?  at  an  estimated 

11  east  of  $500, 000-;- 

12  Forcstville  Harbor,  Michigan :  House  Document  Num- 

13  bored  4-840  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  east  of 
11  $538-,-OOQi 

15  Tawas  Bn  v  Harbor?  jM-rclbgan :  H  onse  Document  Y  um- 
lb  bored  4-89?  Ninetieth  Congress-,  at  an  estimated  coot  of 

17  $-406,000? 

18  Detroit  -River,  Yrenton  Channel,  Michigan :  House  Doc- 


19  ument 

20  east  of  $64,300,000-; 

21  Snohomish  River 


Congress,  at  an 


r)-?  Washington : 


22  Document  Numbered  ?  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esth 

23  mated  east  of  $1,408,000; 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bag?  California- :  House  Bocu- 
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meet  Numbered  3-30,  Ninetieth  Congress?  at  an  es 
eest  el  $2,430,000; 

Perl  Hucncmc,  (Otlifornia-r  House  Document  Num¬ 


bered  j  at  aa  estimated  -Federal  eest  ef  $4,000,000 ; 

A entura  Mmay  California-:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ?  at  an  estimated  Federal  eest  ef  $4,540, 000 ; 

Hake  Harbor,  Alaska-?  Senate  Documented  Numbered 
TO?  Ninetieth  Congress-,-  at  an  estimated  eest  ef  $4,760,000; 

King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska :  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  43?  Ninetieth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  eest  ef 
$522y000? 


Narrows?  Alaska-?  Serrate  Been 
Congress,  at  an  estimated 


and 

ment  Numbered 
eest  ef  $3-, 030, 000- ;■ 

Coasts  ef  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for  Bight  Draft 
-V csscls ;  House  Document  Numbered  ?  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress?  at  an  estimated  eest  ef  $1,256?000- 

BE-A6H  EROSION 


Brevard  County, 


House 


Numbered 


- ?  Ninetieth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  eest  ef  $680,000. 

Se€t  402t  Bke  project  for  beaeh  erosion  control?  Fort 
Pieree,  Florida,-  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Aet  ef 
4065  -(TO  Statr  4080?  4008f  in  accerdanee  with  the  recoin- 
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el  the  Chief  el  Engineers  In  4-I-ousc  44oeument 
Numbered  8A  Eighty  ninth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  construction  el  the  project  end  periodic  nourish¬ 
ment  for  ten  years  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  4n  addition  to  applicable  re¬ 
quirements  of  heal  cooperation  set  forth  in  the  aforementioned 
report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers^  heal  interests  shah,  prior 


of  the  -Army  that  they  wih — 

-(a)-  contribute  in  eash^  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  Installments  prior  to 
the  start  of  pertinent  work-  hems  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  or  nurishment  seheduhsi  as  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  ah  costs  of  initial  construction  and 
periodic  nourishment  for  ten  years  exclusive  of  costs 


to  the  Federal 


Ill  f  h  A  O  TAVAl  — 

ITT  tl  IT  itlTJl  V  int. ■11 


tinned 


a!  ilia  pmVf  m 

ttt  tl  1C  \  llitl  tiT 


-(h)-  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  worker 
Se-O.  -1-tKh  -(a)-  hhat  sccthn  2  of  the  Act  entitled  -An 


Act  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Aar  to  seh  and  convey 
to  the  town  of  Marmetj  West  Ahginiaj  two  tracts  of  land 
to  be  used  for  municipal  purposes-A  approved  dnlv  87  44442 
-(hh  Statr  4m  1)  is  hereby  amended  by  deleting  the  period 
after  the  words  “related  municipal  purposes”  and  inserting 
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the  phrase  dn  eluding  firefighting  facilities  and 


-fhf  dhe  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  antitori  zed  and  di¬ 
rected  to  issne  to  the  town  ef  Marmot?  West  Virginia?  vdth- 

as  w  he  necessary  to  carrv  ent  the  provisions  ef  this 


seetiem 

Seer  404t  -fa)-  ddiat 

at  1  n ttt -  ill  r*  ftopvof o v\r  t 1 1  w  > 

U  -L  jttv>J  1 11  v  u\  \  I  tl  ci  i  y  *  *  1  l'  1 1  v 


ig  any  other  prevision 


er  his 


i_  i  q  a  it  f  1  >  rti*— 
^  iu  (lUm in 


ired  and  directed  te  convey  to  the  State  ef  West  VL&« 
subject  te  the  terms  and  conditions  hereinafter  stated?  and 
te  such  ether  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army?  or  his  designee?  shah  deem  to  he  in  the  public  interest? 
ah  right?  title  and  interest  of  the  Waited  States  in  and  to 
certain  real  property?  together  vbth  improvements  thereon? 
located  at  Ohio  Elver  lochs  and  dams  numbered  06?  b9?  20? 
and  -2d  in  West  Virginia  as  described  in  section  -2  of  this  Acta 
P-m-rkhdj  That  no  property  shah  he  conveyed  under  author¬ 
ity  of  this  Act  until  these  lochs  and  dams  have  been  deter- 
mimd  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  to  the  requirements  of 
the  Wepartnnmt  of  the  Army  ard  suitable  replacement  facil¬ 
ities  are  in  operation  under  the  Ohio  Elver  navigation  mod¬ 
ernization  programs  Provided  further-  dbat  the  Secretary 
may  mahe  such  prim*  disposition  of  such  facilities  and  nn- 
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prove-mcnts  on  seed  lands  as  de  deems  to  k  «  ike  best 
interest  el  tbe  United  States? 

-(d)-  Tbe  real  property  authorized  ler  conveyance  by 
section  4-  el  this  Act  comprise  all  or  portions  el  sued  lands 
and  improvements  as  may  ke  determined  excess  el  leer 
leek  and  dam  projects  en  the  Ohio  River  in  the  State  el 
West  Virginia  and  designated  as?  mender  4b  (Willow  I-sland 
Feel)  in  Tyler  County,  numbers  4b  and  20  -(Belleville  Fool) 
in  Wood  County;  and  number  24  (Racine  Feel)-  in  J aedson 
CeimtyT  The  exact  descriptions  and  acreage  are  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  by  accurate  surveys,  tbe  eest  el 
which  is  te  be  borne  by  tbe  State  el  West  -Virginia. 

-(e)-  Tbe  conveyance  authorized  herein  shad  provide 
Boat  said  property  shall  be  used  only  ler  public  park  and 
recreation  purposes  and  seed  ether  uses  directly  related  te 
programs  el  the  West  Virginia  Department  el  Natural  Re- 
sourees;  and  d  it  ever  eeases  te  he  nsed  ler  sued  purposes? 
title  te  said  property  shad  immediately  revert  te  the  United 
States :  Provided  further,  That  any  deed  el  conveyance  shad 
alse  be  subject  te  and  include  the  d) bowing  additional  terms 
and  condtiions : 

4?  The  State  el  West  Vmgbna  shad  pay  the  United 
States  as  consideration  ler  the  conveyance  §0  per  centum 
el  dm  current  lad  market  value  el  the  property  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  el  the  Amrvr 
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A  There  shell  he  reserved  to  the  -United 


such  flowage 


end  ri 


ler  reads  and 

utility  lines  as  the  Secretary  determines  may  he  refunded 
for  ether  navigation  projects. 

dr  Such  other  restrictions;  terms?  and  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of 


the  United  States: 

-(b)-  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  conveyances  referred  to 
herein  shall  he  covered  into  the  United  States  Treasury  as 

Secs  40£k  -fa)-  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
convey,  without  monetary  consideration,  to  the  city  of 
-thilfohh  Aew  -York,  all  rights  tiths  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  certain  real  property  underlying  Lake  Urie 
containing  approximately  -16. 01  acres  and  more  particularly 
described  in  section  ft  of  this  Act?  on  condition  that  such  real 
property  he  used  for  public  park  and  recreational  develop  - 
meat  purposes  and  if  such  property-  shall  ever  cease  to  he 
used  for  such  purposes?  title  thereto  shall  revert  to  the  United 


U  l/clT/V,  it  • 

rfh)-  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this  section  is  more 
particularly  described  as  follows-:- 

-fT)-  Parcel  U — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersection 
of  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  T9  prolonged  and  the  shoreline 
of  Take  Erie  as  established  in  1846,  which  point  hears  south 
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08  degrees  48  minotes  wesO  a  distance  el  440  feeO  mere  or 
lees  from  United  (Steles  -Monument  (No?  -7f  which  monu¬ 
ment  is  the  southeasterly  comer  el  the  said  enter  let  30j 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  with  the  estalr- 
lished  harbor  line  1,140  feeO  mere  er  les%  te  Ore  said 

thence  nertli westerly  along  *md  lmrber  line  4 ,310 
feef  mere  or  less;  te  the  point  el  interseetion  el  said  har¬ 
bor  line  and  a  line  at  right  angles  Orer-eto  passing 
through  the  point  el  interseetion  el  the  shoreline  el  Inke 
Erie  in  4  840  and  a  line  430  leet  northerly  at  right 
angles  Iron*  and  parallel  with  the  sonth  line  el  enter  let 
30-f 

thenec  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with  said  harbor 
line  U115  leep  mere  or  lessy  te  the  shoreline  el  Eakc 
Erie  in  1846; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  el  Lake 
Erie  1,320  feef  mere  er  lessj  te  Ore  point  el  beginning 
eontahring  34t04  acresy  mere  er  lessr 
-(Of  Parcel-  U  B. — Beginning  at  the  point  el  Intersec¬ 
tion  el  the  shoreline  el  Eake  Erie  with  the  northerly  line  el 
land  deeded  te  the  United  States  UovennnentT  Oeteber  2U 
4  840T  sard  line  else  extending  hr  a  doe  east  and  west  direc 
tien  and  passing  tbreogh  the  northwest  eemer  el  enter  let  30 
(United  States  Monument  Em  40  said  point  el 
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being  alee  480  leeL  mere  or  less7  west  el  tbe  said 

eAvi  )  ny  /n  f  at  i  f  av  I  a|  O.Ia  ♦ 

rtrrnvr  txr  1 1 l  lilt  TT\jJ 


tbeeee  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  el  Lake 
Erie  ie  4846  a  distaeee  el  470  leeb  mere  er  less7  to  tbe 
intersection  with  a  bee  300  leet  earthly  at  right  angles 
Iram  and  parallel  with  the  saetb  bee  el  let  367  said  bee 
being  also  Oie  north  bee  el  lands  deeded  to  the  Ended 

f  g.  4  ( \  O 
k.  1  tel  l  U  o 


bee  484m 

southwesterly  at  right  angles  te  established 
barber  bee  1—14-0  leetT  mare  or  less7  le  ibe  es 
barber  bee-j 


tbeeee  northwesterly  along  seal  barber  bee  460 
leek  more  er  less7  le  tbe  point  el  intersection  el  said 
barber  and  a  bee  at  right  angles  thereto  passing  tbreegb 
tbe  peiet  el  ieterseetiee  el  tbe  shoreline  el  babe  Erie  ie 
4846  ae4  tbe  bee  extending  ie  a  dee  east  aed  west  diree- 
tiee  aed  passing  tbreegb  tbe  north-west  earner  el  enter 
lot  9  ti  • 

lilt  ytrj 

tbeeee  easier  be  at  right  angles  to  established  barber 
line  4,146  leet-  mere  or  less-j  te  tbe  sberebee  el  -Labe 
Erie  ie  4846,  which  is  tbe  above  relereeeed  point  el 
beginning::  containing  -1 1  t07  aeres7  mere  or  lessr 
-(e)-  Any  deed  el  conveyance  made  purse  ant  te  ties 
Aet  sbab  reserve  te  tbe  United  States7  so  long  as  may  be 
required,-  the  right  te  ese  seeb  lands  ler  a  spoil  disposal 
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*g  the  right  to  place  structure©  thereon  and  to  per¬ 
form  all  ©Ike?  actions  incident  1©  such  use?  together  with  the 
right©  ©1  ingress  and  egress  thereto?  hurther,  said  deed  shall 
eonlain  such  additional  terms  and  conditions  as  ©aw  he 
determined  hy  the  Secretary  ©f  the  A  row  t©  he  necessary 
te  protect  the  interest  ©f  the  United  States. 

£si_o/2i_  1  Oft  /  r>  \  ^Pli  n  j  f~Vi  o  f  Hi  i  u  f  of  it  <y l  n  p p vq  "OpTifi  vf  i~n  on  f 
_L  V_/  U  •  \lTTj  JL  lltl  L  LI  1U  V.  II I v  I  Ui  TJu^nTetTroj  4/ v"|JUl  LI  11 L"  11  L 

ef  the  Army,  under  the  direction  ©1  the  Secretary  ©1  the 
Army,  shall  make  a©  appraisal  investigation  and  study,-  ha 
eluding  a  review  ©1  any  prevhats  relevant  studies  and  reports, 
©f  the  Atlantic?  Gulf,  and  Pacific  coasts  ©f  the  United  States, 
the  coasts  ©f  Puerto  hie©  and  dm  Virgin  Islands-,-  and  the 
felines  ©f  the  G-reat  hakes,  ineluding  estuaries  and  hays 
f?  for  the  purpose  ef  -ftf  determining  areas  along  sneh 
eoa-sts  and  shorelines  where  significant  erosinn  occurs?  -(-24- 
identifymg  those  areas  where  erosion  presents  a  serious  pro!) 
lent  because  the  rate  ef  erosion,  considered  in  eon  junction 
with  economic?  industrial,-  recreational?  agricultural,  naviga¬ 
tional?  demographic,-  ecological,  and  other  relevant  factors? 
indicates  that  action  to  halt  such  erosion  may  he  justified; 
-flf  describing  generally  the  most  suitable  type  of  remedial 
action  for  those  areas  that  have  a  serious  erosion  problems 


-ft)-  providing  preliminary  east  estimates  for  such  remedial 
action-;  -(of  recommending  priorities  among  the  serious  prob 
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lem  areas  for  action  to  step  erosion ;  -(h)-  providing  Kta-to 
and  local  authorities  with  intecfnatien  and 


to  assist  the  creation  and  h 


A  State  and  local 


/ino  u  1  Q  i  \  /I  ii  li 
1  Uclu  U  cXTTvt  oil  U1  vl  1 1111 


programs^  -f7)- 


ree 


tor  land  nse  regnlatien  In  coastal  areas 


taking  to  to  consideration  all  relearnt  iaetors-j  atal  -f8)-  blentl- 
tying  eoas-hd  areas  where  title  nneeetainty  enistsr  4he  Secre¬ 
tary  ot  the  Army  shah  snhmit  Os  the  Aengressy  as  soon  as 
praetieabley  hat  not  later  than  three  years  after  the  hate 
A  enactment  A  this  Aep  the  resalts  A  saeh  aj 


isr  hke 
noth  critics  ami 
ig  saeh  appraisA 


saeh 
to 


ami  stadyy  together  with  his 
views  A  concerned  leeab  Staley  and  E 
As  will  he  taken  into  aeeoant  in 
and  stadyo 

-(h)-  There  are  ant-horned  to  he 

A  net  to  exceed  AbfAOyGAth  as  may  he 
carry  ort  the  provisions  A  this  section 

&mv  1  07- .  That  th-e  projects  lor  the  Ihhtois 
and  Arand  Aakrmet  hivey  Illinois  and  Indiana 
Sag  navigation  pcejeetfj  anthemed  hy  the  Ilivcr  and  blacker 
Act  A  daly  24t  4 94 A  are  hereby  modified  snhstantiAly  m 
aeeordanee  with  the  recommendations  ol  the  Cine!  A  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Iloase  Deenment  Aamhered  4A  Eighty  fifth  Aen- 
gressy  insAar  as  they  apply  to  en+stmg  highway  h ridges  in 
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-Pert  44-7  Brand  Qaknnet  Eiver  and  Indiana  IBarher 


at  an  estimated  east  el  tjjMdyAeyOQA 

Sea  BOA  -faf  Steele  Bayern  in  Anrreny 
Ska  ilnyy  and  W-asklngton  Ceuntiesy  BPssissi-ppiy 
Bayoey  in  4ssaqucna  and  Aoskingten  Countiesy  Mrssissr] 
and  Brake 


are 


deelared  le  ke  nennevigakle  vAtkin  Ike  meaning 


el  Ike  laws  el  Ike  linked  States? 

-fkf  Bke  projeet  for  navigation:  an  Steele  Bayeny  Wask- 
ingten  Bayou  y  and  Bake  Wasknigton,  auAarked  ky  tke 
EBver  and  Barkers  Beta  el  duly  tp  BSSBy  -August  A  BSSBy 
and  dune  Ap  B9BOy  is  hereby  deauAorized. 

Sea  BOA  Bee-den  M43  el  tke  Aet  approved  OeAker 


2Ay  49B5  -(BA  Stad  4BAd)-  is  amended  ky  deleting  Ae  date 
“dene  3-Oy  BOOB-  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereel  ‘Mime 
dABOddA 

Sea  BBOt  Bne  Seeretary  el  Ae  Armyy  aeting 
the  Okie!  el  Engineer^  is  autkerked  and  dkeeted  A 
tke  requirements  el  leeal  eooperation  lea  tke  Quaekita  and 
BUaek  (Rivers  navigation  prejeely  auAerked  ky  tke  Btiver  and 
■Harbor  Aet  el  -195  A  as  amen  A  A  wiA  partietdar  as  A  Feme 
A  Bederal  and  nan-Bederal  eest  skaringy  and  lie  skak  report 
tke  hndengs  A'  seek  review  A  Congress  wither  ene  year  alter 
Ae  daA  A  enaetment  el  Ais  Aetv 


Sec.  1  IB.  -(-a)-  BAat  Ae  Seeretary  A  tke  Ar i ny  ■  aeting 
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mu  o’l i  4  1~>.q  (  M  i  w  *  |  />! 

1  III  l  M  il  '  l  T  tllv  V  I 1 1 1  1  '  '  1 


|  lj  n  1 1  4  I  \  r//w  I  1  /  \  Anf  av  inj/\ 

.  Oj  lo  cl  1 1  Cl  1U1  1/jv  u  err  V  Jill  1  111  IU 

s  with  nen-Hederal  pnbbe  bodies  providing  lot  Ike 
el  drift  and  ether  debris  from  public  barbers  and 
channels  under  the  lurlsdielhm  el  tbe  4 


el  ibe  ArniVy  and  Ire  adjacent  bind  areas  np  to  die  line  el 
ordinary  bipb  waterr 

-(b)-  44aeb  sneb  agreement  shah  preside  dials 

-f 4)-  d-be  Secretary  el  die  Armyy  acting  through  tbe 
Okie!  el  Engineer  sT  shad  eedeel  drill  and  elber  debris,  anil 
transport  b  by  sealer  le  agreed  upon  staging  er  disposal 
areas. 

-(2)-  dd+e  non-Eoderal  pnblie  bedy  sbad  -(a)-  provide  tbe 
necessary  staging  er  dispesai  areas-j  -(b)-  provide  and 
any  agreed  upon  laebities  Idr  tbe  disposed  inebrding  inei 
tierp  el  tbe  eedeeted  materia  Is,  sneb  ineineretian  te  be  in 
aeeerdanee  with  eppbeable  air  polhition  standards-y  -(e)-  take 
measures  satisfactory  to  tbe  Secretary  el  tbe  Army  providing 
ler  tbe  removal  er  repair  el  deteriorated  docks,'  piersy  slips,- 
and  elber  pert  facilities  svbieb  may  con  tribal  e  te  tbe  drill  and 
elber  debris  te  be  rcmovedy  -(d)-  establish  regulations  satis  ■ 
bn  lory  te  tbe  Secretary  el  tbe  A-rmy  preventing  tbe  damping 
el  trashy  garbagey  er  oilier  debris  rule  tbe  barber  er  into 
streams  er  onto  adjoining  land  areas  from  which  such  mate¬ 
rial  would  be  carried  into  tbe  area  covered  by  tbe  agreement 
ttod  providing  ler  maintenance  and  operation  el  pert  facilities 
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in  such  a  manner  as  4b  prevent  the  deposition  el  drift  and 
other  debris-7 

-(-3)-  Each  such  agreement  way  also  include  such  ether 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems 


-fef  The  F cderal  participation  hr  the 
hr  this  Act  shah  he  financed  from  fmrds  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  the  Army  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
hood  eontrol  and  river  and  harbor  works. 

-(d)-  The  pro-visions  of  this  Act  shah  not  he  applicable  to 
any  Federal  project  heretofore  authorized  for  the  removal 
and  disposal  of  drift  and  other  debris  from  harbors  and 
channels.- 

SeOt  FI- 2 :  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author- 
ized  and  directed  to  eanse  surveys  to  he  made  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  locations  and  subject  to  ah  applicable  provisions  of  section 
44-0  of  the  Diver  and  Harbor  Act  of  F9o0e 

Hack  Di-very  Maryknak  from  Chesapeake  Day  to  the 
eby  of  Baltimore^  waste  water  treatment  plants-. 

The  nature  and  scope  of  the  problems  which  result 
from  stream  bank  erosion  throughout  the  hauled  Stales  ;■ 
the  reports  Hereon  to  he  accompanied  by  findings  as  to 
the  need  fop-  and  the  feasibility  oh  a  coordinated  hkderal 
program  of  stream  bank  stalnbzafion  in  the  interest  of 
reducing  damages  resulting  from  the  deposit-bat  of  sedi¬ 
ments  in  reservoirs  and  waterways,  and  the 
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of  ekameels  and  adjaeeeel  bendy  heeheding  consideration  of 
foeal  partieipatkm  in  sunk  a  program^ 

8-ec-.-  4444  Title  4  of  this  Ael  may  ke  eited  as  ike  ARiwec 
and  Harbor  Ael  of  1908 

T4T4E  U—¥hQm  449A44A4L 
KeCt  A41t  8eeden  3  of  Ike  Ael  appro-ved  d-one  AA 
4-93-0  (Public  4»aw  Aunebored  73k-  8c¥enty-hmetk  Gon- 
gress-)-,  as  amended  by  section  -2-  of  Ike  A-el  approved  dame 
38y  4938  -(dhebhe  4sa-w  Numbered  TOdy  8e¥enly-fifth  Ge-H- 
gres  sfr  sbah  apply  lo  all  weeks  authorized  m  lids  idle 
except  ikal  foe  any  channel  improvement  oe  channel  rectifi¬ 
cation  pro-jeek  -provisions  -{a-H  -fh)-7  and  -(e)-  of  i 
of  said  Ael  of  dame  AA  49314  A  ad-1  apply  thereto* 
as  otherwise  provided  by  laws  Provided,  That  Ike 
ixation  foe  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopled  requiring 
loeal  coopeewtien  sbak  expire  five  years  from  Ike  dale  on 
which  keeal  interests  aee  nodded  m  writing  by  tbe  Secretary 
of  Ike  A-rmy  oe  bis  designee  of  Ike  reepnremcnts  of  loeal 
cooperation*  unless  said  mleeesls  skak  within  said  lime  fur¬ 
nish  assurances  satisfactory  lo  dee  Secretary  of  dee  Army 
Ikai  dee  required  eoopeealion  will  be  fumished-.- 

8 EC.  2-OAr  4ke  provisions  of  seelion  4-  of  dee  Ael  of 
Geeemher  A-2*  4944  -fPoldie  Tew  -Numbered  93 A  Sc 
eigklk  Gengress*  seeond  session)-*  skak  govern  wide 
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4e  projects  authorized  in  44^4h  Act,  and  ike  procedures  t-kcrein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  phuey  proposals,'  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  eontrol  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shad  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  hr  folk 

Sec.  203t  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  eontrol  of  destructive  dood- 
wators  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author 
ked  to  he  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein-  Provided,-  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications,- 
and  preliminary  work  may  he  prosecuted  on  any  project 
authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here- 

o  lfm»  33a o  rl  a  IV rv  -fl  r>nrl  4va1  qa  o  g  4 r\  Kn  tv mi  /I  t  ^  Iat  yn  at  rl 

clltkl  lllUUk  1  Ur  ilUUU  I'Ullll  \_*1  ot/  clo  I  U  Uv  1  I  d  vl  \  1  v* x  1714  ‘111 

inauguration  of  a  construction  program-:-  Provided  further. 
That  the  projects 
expeditiously  and 
si  stent  with  budgetary  requirements?  Penstocks  and  other 
similar  facilities  adapted  to  possifde  future  use  in  the  devel¬ 
opment-  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  he  installed  in  any 
dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  bv  the 


shall  be  initiated  as 
as  vigorously  as  may  be  con¬ 


cent  of  the  Army  when 


by  the 


of  the 
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Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Federal  Power  ConunissionT 

eoy-NEeTieuT  river  b.-vh-ey 
hbe  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Bam  and  Reservoir 
Beaver  Brooby  N cw  -Hampshire,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  aceordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  -Document  Numbered  B8y  N-ine- 
tieth  Congress,  at  aft  estimated  eest  of  $4-,- 485, 000. 

hbe  project  for  hood  protection  on  Park  River;  Cen- 
iiecticuty  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommcn dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  4r3T  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
eost  of  $30,-300,000. 

hem -  ISLAND  SOUtCD 


Yhe  project  for  hood  protection  on  Norwalk  River, 
Connecticut  and  New  -York,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  aceordance  with  the  re  com  men  dations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  -Numbered  fety  Ninetieth 
Congress-, ■  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $2,700,000.- 


DELAWABE-ATIrAttT-lO  CO  AS  TAB  AREA 
Phe  project  for  hurricane-hood  protection  and  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  along  the  Delaware  Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen 
to  Fenwick  Island,  at  the  Delaware  Maryland  State  Line,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  ree- 
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emmemlathwa  el  the  ©Eiet  el  Engineers  in  Senate  ©eeument 


syeasy  al  an  estimated  east 


-HAEEAR A N N OC I\  It  TVER  BAEJE 
Ehe  prnfeet  lar  lire  Salen-t  Ohnreh  ©am  ami 
EappahannneE  Eiven  Airgnria,  la  hereby  meddled 
tialhe  in  aeenrdanee  w-dE  the  reoeminendatiene  el  tEe  Oh  Ed 


lt\  1 4>-i  11  eeiy  1 m  aii.Qa 
Or  jt  J 1  l^Til  Irvi  n  tit  v  "“11  MTU 


(Congress,  at-  an  estd 


X nmhercd  O©  Ninetieth 


EAPE  PEAR  RIVER  RASI-N 
EEe  prajeet  far  the  Eandloman  Elam  ami 
Deep  Emery  EErth  Carelina,  la  EereEy  authorizec 

el  Engineers  In  lineament  Numbered  y 
Oangressy  at  an  estimated  eeat  el  $19,463,000 
EEe  prejeet  Inr  tEe  lie  ward  -Mid  ©am  and 
©eep  Elver,  Oarth  ©nrelina,  ©  hereby  anthnrkcr 
tlaEv  In  aeeard-anee  -wEE  tEe  reeonnn enda t i or i s  el 


snEatan 
the  Chief 
Ninetieth 


el  Engineera  In 


©eenment  Ennibered 


cm  1  nit 
ot l Trot  Ml  1 

the  Chief 
Ninetieth 


Congress,  at  an  estimated  east  el  $10160000 


south  aprae-tio  eoas-tal  area 
EEe  prejoet  lee  1  )eaeh  ereainn  lamtrol  and  Enrrieane  tleed 
prateetian  el  ©ade  County,  Elerlda-,-  ©  EereEy  anthorked 
in  aeeerdanec  with  the  reeemmendations  el 
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the  Gli id  el  -Engineers  in  House  Document  -Numbered  -335, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  east  of  $1  GBOeydOOr 
HILLSBOTtQUGII  BrVW  FLORIDA 
Eke  project  lor  hniTieanc  flood,  eentrol  protection  on 
-Hillsborough  Bay,  El  or  i  da,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  el  the  Chief  el  En¬ 
gineers  in  H-onsc  -Document  Numbered  3-13  7  Ninetieth 

(  fyrpgo  n  pii  poj-i  m  p  j  /  \  /\|*  ^C}  CM  )()  (  |()(  |  •  /  ^  IV  i  t)  I  (1 /y  I 

*  1  vooj  nrr  <til  v  oil  1 1  Wi  I  t  U  v  *4M:  nr  ’yl/j  »' *  / '  / '  '  .  t  /  f  /  ( ' I  f  l  (  t  f  ? 

That  eonstruetion  el  the  barrier  across  -Hillsborough  Bay 
shall  not  he  undertaken  until  the  Ghief  ol  Engineers  eom- 
pletcs  further  detailed  studies  covering  related  water  re¬ 
source  problems?  including  a  comprehensive  model  study  ol 
the  entire  Tampa  Bay  area. 

FASeA-OOUBA  BP¥Bft  PASTA 

The  project  lor  the  Tallahala  Creek-  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
GreeE-  Mississippi-  is  hereby  authorised  sub- 
in  accordance  -with  the  recommendations  ol  the 


ERE 


Chid  ol  Engineers  hr  -House  Document 

Congress?  to  an  estimated  cost  ol 


BOWER  MI&BI8HIPP-i  RIV-BR  BASfX 
The  project  lor  flood  control  and  improvement  ol  the 
lower  Mississippi  Bisee  adopted  by  tire  -Vet  ol  May  45  7  4924 
-(45  BtaE  534(t  as  amended  and  modified.  is  hereby  further 
modihed  and  expanded  to  ioefode  the  following  hems-. 
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-(ft)-  The  project  for  the  BE  Francis  fever  Basin,  Ar¬ 
kansas  an!  Missouri,  authorized  hy  the  Flood  Control  Act  ap¬ 
proved  Feme  leg  lb3fl  -(Buhlie  -La-w  71  078) ,  as  modified  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress-,  including  the  Flood 
Act  of  1965?  Fublie  haw  89-  -298  is  hereby  furtber 
to  provide  that  fbe  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the 
Improvements  authorized  m  the  Flo-od  Control  Act  of  1965, 
shall  conform  to  those  requirements  for  local  cooperation 
iu  the  Burnt  Francis  fever  Basm  authorised  hi  previous  Acts 
of  Congress,-  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  hi  Senate  Document  Numbered  IFy  Ninetieth 
Congress? 

-(h)-  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas  fevers  and 
Bayou  Macon  Basin  to  divert  flows  that  would  otherwise 
enter  Lake  Chicot,  Arkansas,  substantially  hi  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  -Engineers  hi 
Souse  Document  numbered  F687  ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
cost  of  $  1 5y21  OtOCOt 

-(e)-  Improvements  h+  the  Belle  Fountain  dheh  arid 
tariesj  Missouri,  and  Drainage  District  Humber  fe 
Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommcnda 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  hi  FIousc  Document  Hum 
bered  339y  ninetieth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$E638d)0(k 

-(d)-  Aazoo  Blvery  Mississippi.  House  Document  Hum- 
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bercd  7 
$52?147-,QOOt 


Congress?  at  an  estimated  eest  el 


-WHITE  BIV-EB  BASiy 


The  project  for  deed  protection  on  Crooked  Creek  at 
and  in  the*  vicinity  el  Harrison?  Arkansas?  is  hereby-  author¬ 
ised  substantially  in  aeeordanee  with  the  recommendations 
el  the  Chief  el  -Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  28? 
Ninetieth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  eest  el  $2,840,000. 

BBA-ZOS  REV-EU  BASE? 

The  project  for  the  Aquida  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Aquida 
Creek,  Texas?  ih  Id o i  c  1)  y  an t id oi  i C' d  siiljsliii) t ia-ll\' '  i id 
dance  with  the  reeemmendations  el  the  Chiel  el 
in  Senate  Document  -Numbered  £2?  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  eest  el  $24,612,090. 

y-AVASOTA  BIVEB  BABES 

The  projeet  for  deed  protection  en  the  Navasota  River, - 
Tcxas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  reeemmendations  el  the  Chief  el  -Engineers  in  Souse 
Document  Numbered  ?  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  eest  el  $449,-7-07-,000-f  Provided?;  That  construction  el 
the  Navasota  Numbered  2  Reservoir  shad  net  be  initiated 
until  the  President  has  approved  a  report  prepared  by  the 


Secretary  el  the  Army  reexamining  the  basis  en  which  the 
project  was  formula  ted  7 
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CLEAIl  eEE-EK-r  FEEAS 


Tke  paejeel  fas  keek  paeleelie©  a©  4keaa  4keek;-  Bexasy 

is  keaekA  attlkaei-zek  sakslaiilkkiA  i©  aeeaskaeee  milk  Iks 
«/  •/ 

aeeem aeeekalkms  el  Ike  Gklef  el  Epiknoess  kt  kfeese  Deee- 


R-tee-l  trTi-eekesek 


7  Tvktelk'lk  44eegrcss,  el  a© 


eesl  el  842yk09y000r 


EEEAX  ©AAGEy  TEXAS 

Tke  paajeel  lea  keek  paeleelia©  ee  -Bete©  Bayou.  Texas? 
is  keseky  aalkerezek  sekslaeliaky  i©  aeeeikaeee  -wilk  Be* 
aee©©©©eftka4ie©s  el  ike  Gkie-l  el  keffieeers  i©  Mease  Jkeea- 


ffleel  kkeekeaek  7  kiieelielk  kleegaess  al  a©  eslieevlek 


eesl  el  $2- 


fH-'-EF  OF  MEXICO 

Tke  paejeel  fas  kasaieaee-keek  eaBlsal  al  Texas  Okx  ai:4 
xiei©ky7  Tcxasy  is  keseky  aelkaakek  Stiksteal-iakA  i©  ae- 


wkk  Ike  seeeee©  eekalieHs  el  Ike  Okie!  el  ketk- 


©eess  ie  Mease  Meei©©e©l  Meekbeaek  48-74  -Xkelielk  44m- 
£sess7  al  a©  eslkealek  eesl  el  $44k9kOy994k 


EPEEE 


©EVE©  BASIN 


Tke  projeel  lea  keek  protection  ee  Ike  Mississippi  Sim 
from  Gassvklsv  -W4see©si©y  le  ekle  3-00 ,  is  keselix  aelkeaizek 

4k eel  el  Ikppneeas  -i©  44eese  Maeaeamt  krumlxTod  7 

al  ae  estkealck  eesl  el  8-21-,3004lo0r 


Tke  projcet  lea  keek  pseteetia©  el  Slate  Beak  aek  Mknes 
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Coulees,  eity  ef  LaCrosse  and  Shelhy  Township,  Wisconsin? 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  aeeerdanee  with  the  ree¬ 
ls  ef  the  Chief  ef  Engineers  in  House 


Numbered  ?  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an 


eest  ef 


The  projeet  fee  deed  preteetien  en  the  South  Transit  ef 
the  WHd  Eiee  Hiver  and  Helton  Bitch?  Minnesota,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  r t 


tiens  ef  the  Chief  ef  Eno  meers  in-  House  Beeument  Hum- 


bcred  98? 
8C239-,90(b 


>ss?  at  an  estimated  eest  ef 


OHIO  RIVER  BAH IV 


The  project  fee  heed  protection  and  ether  pnrpeses  in 

shy  authorized  substantially  in  aeeerdanee  with  the  ree¬ 
ls  ef  the  Chief  ef  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 

$1-1-5, TIOMOOt 

The  project  fer  deed  -protection  en  the  Ohio  Bluer  in 
Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  Kentucky?  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  aeeerdanee  -with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  ef  the  Chief  ef  Engineers  in  House  Doeunient  Enm- 


at  an 


eest  ef 


bered  34-0?  Ninetieth 
$19,8O0M0Ot 

The  nreieet  fer  the  Htiea  Ham  and  -Iveservoic  and  deed 


S.  3710 - 4 
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protection  at  n  ewark,  hacking  -River  dhrsh-g  Okhy  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 


tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  num¬ 
bered  33-7  ninetieth  Con-grossy  at  an  estimated  eost  of 
$327953,OOOt 

hbe  project  foe  the  Idevil  Jumps  Dam  and  Rescrvoirj 
Dig  South  hork  of  the  Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and 

witk  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  •Engineers  in  House 
Numbered  474k  Eighty  seventh  Congress,  at  an 

MISSOURI  R-UVE-n  ©WSSf 

hbe  project  for  the  Hear  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir^- 

tialiy  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 

Congress,  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $-32,314,000.- 

44+e  project  for  hood  protection  on  the  Hig  Sioux  Hirer 
at  and  in  the  Comity  of  Sioux  Cityg  Iowa  and  South  Dakota^- 

of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 


ment  numbered 


ressj  at  an  estimated 


cost  of  $2,750,000r  Ereedded 7  That  with  respect  to  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  project  above  Sioux  City,  bewaj  approved  in 
accordance  with  -House  Document  Humbered  44tt)7  Eighty- 
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eighth  Congress,  in  the  Eleod  Control  Aet  el  1-965  -(-Publie 
Law  89  298) ,  there  shall  he  mutual  agreement  between  the 
States  el  Iowa  and  South  Dakota  on  a  flood  control  plan  an4 
a  plan  lor  mitigation  ol  hsh  and  wildfifo  losses  with  respeet 
to  sai4  portion  within  three  months  lollowing  completion  ol 
the  reservoir  study  lor  the  upper  basin  ol  the  Pig  Sioux  Biver 
an4  the  Dock  Biver  now  underway  an4  receipt  ol  eopics  ol 
sai4  report  by  the  Governors  ol  the  States  ol  Iowa  an4  South 
-Dakota-:  And  provided,  further  Bbat  it  sai4  mutual  agree¬ 
ment  is  not  reaehe4  within  sahl  time,  approval  ol  sahl  flood 
control  plan  and  plan  lor  mitigation  ol  hsh  and  wildlife  losses 
shall  he  made  by  a  committee  consisting  of  one  representative 
each  appended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineersj  the  Secretary  of 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture? 

dbe  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  in 

is  hereby  authorised 

f  1 1  p 

trr  tilt 

Numbered  j 
cost  of  826,80th000r 
Dam  and  Beservoir, 


the  Papillion  Creek  Basin, 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Douse 
Ninetieth  Congresst  at  an 

The  project  for  the  Davids  CD 


Divert  Iowa7  is  hereby 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  4 44h  ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  eest  of  $2,010,000? 

Bhe  project  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the 
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Little  Line  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missourp  is 
hereby  authorial  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  el  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
44hh  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  east  of 

Lbe  seeond  paragraph  under  the  heading  “Missouri 


tienal  appropriations  for  the  prosecution  of  comprehensive 
plans  for  certain  river  basins-A  approved  December  30T  +993 
-fTT-  Stah  840) ,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follow-ss 
-Lbe  comprehensive  pfan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  the  Missouri  Elver  Rasim  authorised  hy  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  done  £87  1 938,  as  emended  and  sup- 
pi  omen  ted-r  is  further  modified  to  ha+ude  such  hank  pro-tec 
tion  or  rectification  works  at  or  below  the  Garrison  Reservoir 
as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of 
tary  of  the  Army  may  he  found 
cost  of  $7,94-0,OOOM 

JORDAN  RIVER  BASIif 

Lbe  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt 
L»ake  City  Streams,  Dtalp  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in 

D  ( ‘PfWfl  1 1 OP  W  till  f  |  >  i»/  w  \  Til  f vl>f1  t  1  +>11  £  A-t  t]  )  r>  1  /  *  f  11 0*1 

cl  lb  UrU  (UH  V  vv  t  ltt  TTiv  Iv  T  V7TTI  xlltlTtt  ctTn  v  / 11 0  rrr  tl  1 1  V  111  Cl  tTT 

neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  087  Ninetieth  Cen- 
gress7  at  an  estimated  cost  of  822, fit >4, 000. 
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SAORAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 
Ehe  prejeet  for  Reed  protection  or  the  leather  River  at 
(■hostcr,-  California?  is  hereby  HHtberised  snbstantially  in 
aeeerdanee  with  the  reeornmend  a  t  ions  of  the  Chief  of  Engi 
noors  in  Sense  ©eenment  Eombered  3 1 4,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress?  at  an  estimated  oost  of  $910,0007 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

Rhe  prejeet  for  Rood  preteetieny  and  othor  pnrposes  on 
Cneamonga  Creek?  Cahfemiay  is  hereby  anthorized  snbstan- 
tially  in  aeeerdanee  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 

Oyf  QM  IT  ill  TT A1 1  e o  1 1  \  W  M  1 

V7T  JLJll^llId  I  TTT  _1  JCt/tlM  TotjrtTTTlVtTt 

Congress,  at  an  estimated  oost  of  $26,-3t 

SAN  ERANCISCO  BAV  AREA 
dbe  project  for  Rood  eontrol  on  Alhambra  Creels  Cafi- 
feraiay  is  hereby  anthorized  snbstantially  in  aeeordanoe  with 
the  reeommendatio]  is  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sense 


33Ry  Ninetieth 
oost  of  $8y09(M1007 


ns?  at  an  es- 


SWEETWATER  RIVER  BASIN 
Ehe  project  for  Rood  eontrol  on  the  Sweetwater  River? 


with  the  reeommendati  <  a  is  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 

Enmbered  44-8?  Ninetieth  Congress-  at  an 
eest  of  $1 ,9004 
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TANAAA  RIVER  BASIS1 

dke  project  ler  deed  centre!  hi  tke  4niuma  Itivcr  -Basin 
in  Ike  v Henke  ef  EairhanksT  Ataskm  is  kcrehy  modified  snh- 

\J  ' 

Htil'H  till  11  \  in  accordance  witk  Ike  reconm  km tdafions  el  Ike 
Okie!  el  Engineers  in  Senate  Roeument  Enmkered  7 
Einetietk  OengressT  el  an  estimated  additional  cost  el 
fkkkdTOOyOOOr 


EAO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

4-ke  project  lee  deed  protection  end  ether  purposes  eft 
lee  Stream,  Hawarh  k  hereby  authorized  snkstanliady  kt 
accordance  with  Ike  reeomm eftdeti ofts  el  tke  Okie!  el  Engi¬ 
neers  ift  House  Beeument  Eumkered  R5E  Ninetieth  Oen- 
gress?  et  en  estimated:  cost  el  SItOGOiOQOt 

SeOt  dOE  Eke  Beerelary  el  tke  Army,-  acting  through 
tke  01  lief  el  Engineers-^  is  authorized  te  provide  seek  school 
leeilkies  es  ke  imav  deem  necessary  ler  tke  education  ef 
dependents  ef  persons  engaged  in  tke  eenstmetien  el  tke 
I) word) ah  Earn  and  Reservoir  prejeok  Idaho,  and  te  pay  ler 
tke  same  Irem  any  funds  ayahatde  ler  suck  project?  W-hen  ke 
determines  k  te  ke  in  tke  puhhe  hiteresk  tke  Secretary,-  aek 
ing  through  tke  Okie!  el  Engineers?  may  enter  into  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements  with  leeal  and  Eederal  agencies  ler  tke 
operation  ef  sunk  Ooveenment  faeihties?  for  tke  expansion 
ef  leeal  faekities  at  Eederal  expense^  and  for  contributions 
ky  tke  Eederal  Government  te  cover  tke  increased  cost  te 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


31 


local  agencies  el  providing  tke  educational  services 

Sse?  205?  94**%  netwitkstnnding  the  best  previse  in 
section  204  el  Ike  Act  entitled  -An  Act  authorizing  Ike 
eonstmetieny  repeky  and  preservation  el  certain  public 
works  en  rivers  and  karbers  ler  navigation  ?  deed  eon  trek 
and  ler  etker  purposes1  'y  approved  July  4y  4958  -(42  Start 
-305-)-  Ike  authorization  in  section  204  el  suck  Act  el 
projects  ler  local  protection  en  tke  -Weber  Hi-very  Idtaky  skall 
expire  en  April  46y  4072y  unless  local  Interests  skad  before 
suck  date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  te  tke  Secretary  el 
tke  Army  tkat  tke  required  local  eeep oration  in  suck  project 

SeGt  200t  4katy  notwithstanding  tke  drst  proviso  in  sec¬ 
tion  204  el  tke  Act  entitled  A4n  Act  authorizing  tire  een- 
structiony  repaky  and  preservation  el  certain  public  works  en 
rivers  and  barbers  ler  navigatleny  deed  control,  and  ler  etker 
purposcS'k  approved  July  4y  1958  -(72  Start  305) tke  an- 
tkorization  in  section  204  el  suck  Act  el  projects  ler  local 
protection  en  tke  Pecos  -Elver  at  Carlsbady  Aew  Mcxieoy  skad 
expire  en  May  40y  4972y  unless  local  interests  skad  before 
suck  date  fum-isk  assurances  satisfactory  to  tke  Secretary  el 
tke  Array  tkat  tke  required  local  cooperation  in  suck  project 
wed  be  furnished? 

Sec-  207t  Jke  project  for  deed  protection  en  tke  <4da 
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O  — j 


that  local 

151*1  AT*  1/5 

I  t  1  1  V7X  Tt7 

factory  to  the 
make  ft  cash 


River  1)ok)w  Painted  Rook  Reservoir,  Arizona^  authorized 
by  tho  Elood  Control  Aet  ot  1962  -fTb  Stah  II8O7  1190) , 

inlliT  1  n  o  o  1  >00  1 1 1 1  j  lin  vt*  /  <  / 11 11 111  /  m  l  /1 0  l-i  551  mt  a  I  1 1  w  > 

“IMoiMJll  let  II A  TIT  Mlxt/l  ttailtjU  VYTTTT  TTTtv  1  l  l  tTllliJ  1\  1 1  lltl  l TTf  TTTtT 

Chief  ol  Engineers  in  Senate  -Document  Numbered  lib, 

gress,  Is  here])}'  modified  to  provide 
shall  consist  ot  the  -requirements  that, 
7  looftl  interests  give  assurances  satis¬ 
fy  of  the  Army  that  they  will-:  -(a)- 
ot  8-70 A009,  to  he  paid  either  in 
a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  install 
moots  prior  to  the  start  of  pertinent  work-  items  in  accord 
anec  with  construction  schedules,  as  determined  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers :  Provided,  That  the  reasonable  valuej  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  any  fandsr  ease¬ 
ments,  rights  of- way,-  and  relocations;  furnished  by  the  local 
sts  shall  he  deduc  ted  from  the  reuni  red  eash  contribu- 


tionf  -(b)-  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam 
duo  t_l 1 1 x  construction  worksg  -(e)-  Afaintain  and  oper¬ 

ate  ah  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  -Army. 

Seo.-  208.  -(a)-  Whenever  any  State,  or  any  agency  or 
instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local  government,  or  any  non¬ 
profit  incorporated  body  organized  or  chartered  under  the 
law  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located,  or  any  nonprofit 
association  or  combination  of  such  bodies,  agencies  or  in- 


33 


1  strumentulitiesr  ska  11  undertake  te  seen  re  anv  lands  er  in- 
-  teresls  tkerein  an  a  site  for  tke  resettlement  el  families^ 

3  individuals,  and  kusiness  eeneerns  displaeed  ky  a  river  and 

4  darker  improventend  deed  eentrol  er  etker  water  resonree 

5  prejeet  defy  autkemed  ky  kdngress,  and  wken  it  kas  keen 

6  determined  ky  tke  Seeretary  el  tke  Army  tkat  tke  rotate  is 


7  unakle  te  aeguire  neeessary  lands  er  interests  in  iands  er 

8  is  unakle  te  aerprire  seek  lands  er  interests  in  lands  witk 
sufficient  pi  omptneS'S  y  tke  Seeretaryr  upen  tke  request  el  tke 

10  Govcmer  el  tke  State  in  wkiek  snek  site  is  leeatedr  and  alter 

11  eonsultation  witk  apprepriate  kederak  Stater  interstate^  re- 

12  o-ienal,  and  leeal  departments  and  agencies,  is  antknrkmdr  m 

13  dm  name  el  tke  1-nked  States  and  prier  te  tke  appreval  el 

1 4  title  ky  tke  Attemey  General^  te  aeguirer  enter  upen,  and  take 


1 5  pessessien  el  snek  lands  er  interests  in  lands  ky  purekasm  de- 

16  natierg  eendemnatien  er  etkerwise  in  aeeerdanee  witk  tke 


1 7  laws  el  tke  United  States  -(mending  tke  Aet  el  Fckruary  2tk 


18  4934  -fkd  Statr  4424)-)--:  TAmddeA  dkat  unless  etkerwise 

19  autkeriiaed  ky  law-  all  expenses  el  sard  aegmsitien  and  any 

20  award  tkat  may  ke  made  under  a  eendemnatien  preeeedingr 

21  including;  eests  el  exammatien  and  akstraet  el  titkn  certificate 

22  el  trike  appraisak  advertismgr  and  any  lees  ineident  te 

23  aeguisitlenT  skak  ke  paid  ky  snek  State  er  kedyr  ageney  er 

24  in  st  r  u  m  e  n  t  a  1  i  t  y  from  any  avail  aide  fnndsr  regardless  el  seureer 


S.3710- 
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-Pending  sueh  payment,  Pie  Secretary  may  expend  from  any 
funds  heretofore  er  hereafter  appropriated  for  the  project 
occasioning  such  acquisition  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary 
to  earry  eat  this  see-tiem  To  secure  payment?  the  Secretary 
may  require  any  saeh  State  ar  agency?  hedy  or  instrumen- 
tality  te  execute  a  proper  bond  in  such  amount  as  he  may 

paid  to  the  Secretary  hy  any  sueh  State  or  agency?  hedy  er 
instrumentality  si i all  he  deposited  in  the  Treasury  te  the 
credit  et  the  appropriation  for  such  project: 

-fhf  hfo  acquisition  shall  he  undertaken  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  this  section  unless  the  Secretary  has  determined? 
after  consultation  with  appropriate  -Federal,  State?  and  local 
governmental  agencies  that  -f4f  the  development  of  a  site 
is  necessary  in  order  to  alleviate  hardships  to  displaced  per¬ 
sons-?  -fT)-  the  location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  develop¬ 
ment  in  relation  to  present  or  potential  sources  of  employ¬ 
ment?  and  -fdf  a  plan  for  development  of  the  site  has  been 
approved  hy  appropriate  local  governmental  authorities  in 
the  area  or  community  in  which  sueh  site  is  located: 

-{ef  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  directed 
hy  proper  deed,  executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States, 
to  convey  any  lands  or  interests  in  land  acquired  in  any 
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Stole  under  Ike 

vm  |  1  \]  i  /  *  /  tV  T\T*l  \ T  o  f  /  > 

I  itTf  ti  it*  trr  pllui  1 1 

Stole  ee  Ike 


el  thto  section;  le  Ike  Stole,  or  seek 
toll  kody?  agem-y  or  institution  In  Ike 
may  prescribe,  upon  such  terms  and 


conditions  as  non-  ke  agreed  upon  toe  Ike  Secretary,  Ike  Gov¬ 
ernor?  and  ik-e  agency  lo  which  Ike  conveyance  to  to  ke  made? 

Sfito  209t  -(a)-  to-o  provision  to  law  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  enacted  -vvktoto  limits  tke  number  to  persona  who  may 

]  >n  c  \  -r~k  r>  i  l  u  4  /~i  A  o  Q  liil] _ 4 1  111  to  VI 1 1  O  Q  I  Til  av  4/uvv» 

TTv"  <  ipy  v'l  III  vll  cl  o  1  til  L  til  rtv  v  11  il  1(111  vl  1  I  1 1  a  V  lloj  Ul  t  vf  I  i  1/ '  to  'll  > 

and  part-lime  employees  In  Ike  executive  kranek  to  Ike 
Government  skak  apply  to  employees  to  tke  Tennessee  Yah 
ley  Authority  engaged  tot  Its  power  program  and  paid  ex¬ 
clusively  from  other  than  appropriated  limdsT  4n  applying 
any  suck  provision  of  law  to  other  departments  and  agencies 

mill  p  oxreonfnTo  li  vii  i  \  r*li  4 1  w  i  iimyil  aI  c*  i  i  c*  1 i  Aivnil  aitaaci  evl 

till'  UAL  C 1 1 11  V  U  r  )  JL  cl  1 1  v.  lij  t  1 1  v  lltll  1  Irltl  TTT  IS  1 1 V  1 1  V  lllJJU'Y  v  v  3  U 1 

tke  Tennessee  Valiev  Authority  skak  not  ke  taken  into 


-(to)-  Am  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit  expenditures 
and  net  lending  during  tke  fiscal  year  ending  on  dame  ttoh 
49f»9T  under  tke  Budget  to  tke  Bunted  Stales  Government; 
shall  apply  to  expenditures  ky  tke  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  out  of  tke  proceeds  from  its  power  operations;  from 
tke  safe  of  any  power  program  assets?  or  from  power  revenue 
bonds?  notes?  or  other  evidences  to  n 
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dkex  210.  Tke  deeref-ary  <4  fke  t  Vet  ay  is  keeeky  aoF  lion¬ 
ized  m+4  direefed  lo  ea+tse  surveys  for  llleod  eontrol  aud  aided 
porposes7  irtefudiog  ekanael  mid  rou;joF  dFaktage  improve¬ 
ments;  mid  Hoods  aggravaled  ky  of  dm  lo  -wind  of  fidtd 
effeefsr  lo  ko  made  m+doF  dm  direelion  of  fke  f-kief  al  kkt- 
gfoeeFsT  lo  drainage  areas  id  fko  United  dirties  sod  ils  terri¬ 
torial  yossesskmsT  vrkiok  irtefode  ike  loealifies  speeifieaHy 
named  k-t  Ikis  seefiom  After  ike  regular  of  -formal  reports 
made  an  any  survey  aulkorked  ky  ikis  seefien  are  snkmitted 
lo  (  kngresy  no  supplemental  of  additk>nal  report  of  estimate 
sktdl  ke  made  unless  antkoFked  ky  law  exeept  fkat  ike  deere- 
IrtFy  ol  Ike  A-FFoy  may  ertHse  if  review  of  any  examination  of 
su  rvey  lo  ke  made  HFtd  a-  report  ikeeeoFi  si  dun  iked  lo  kon- 
gressj  if  soek  review  is  reydred  ky  Ike  national  dekmse  or  ky 
ekanged  pkysieal  of  eennomie  eondifioFm 

Brtme(tT  krystak  and  deoils  Hays  and  vieinityr  4iay- 
town  Texas,  irt  ike  interest  of  flood  eoeilFokr  drainage 
and  rt  dated  water  and  fmtd  resom-ees-,-  inelnding  speeiii- 
eaffy  fke  prokferns  of  general  suksidenee  of  fke  area  arul 
flood  preklems  ereated  tkerekvx 

dt real  os  al  and  io  fke  vieinity  of  Ike  dpring  Mofh.- 
laio  Vootk  kamp7  Spring  fVfoontain  -Hanger  Vevadar  io 
tke  in  (ere  si  of  flood  eoetkok  Itank  eroskm  eoFikok  aFid 
allied 


Virgil i  drivers  al  arid  Iff  ifie  virility  of  dlonkervdks 
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Mestftbtey  and  Ivi  verse  he  Nevada?  in  the  interest  el  Heed 


eanteel-y  On-tile  eresien  e<  mtrely  end  allied  purpesesr 

Ouyahega  It-iver  Imm  Hpper  Kent  te  Eertayc  Trad 
in  t-nyab nya  Eadsy  Obiey  0 1  the  interest  +b  Heed  centre!, 


i  wt  Liiij  /  \  t  > 
I  JTTlTTt  l  lUll 


How 


and  ether  aided 


water  pm-pesesr 

Ivali  14  Stream,  Honolulu,  Qabuy  Hawaii. 

&EC.  dT-b  Title  11  el  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  tbe 
“Eloed  Control  Act  el  1-968A 


-TITLE  Hd — KlAElc  KASW  MONETARY 
AUTHORIZATIONS 


Seer  30 1.  -That-,  -faf  in 
tiensy  there  is  hereby 

i \ I  f  li  O  /lAiyi 
tTT  til  V  nttl  I 


eaeli  river  basin  under  the 


to  be 


ts  Riithoriza 

X  A  1»  f  1A 

ttrr  1 1 1  v 


e  plan  of  development  el 
el  the  Secretary  el 


the  Army  referred  to  m  the  hrst  eolmnn  belowy  wbieh  was 
basieadv  authorized  bv  the  Aet  referred  te  by  date  el  en- 
aetmcnt  in  the  second  column  below,  an  amount  net  te 
exceed  that  shewn  opposite  such  river  basin  in  the  third 


column  below-t 


Basin 

Act  of 
Congress 

Amount 

.  Mar.  2,1945 

$29, 000, 000 

.  .  June  28, 1938 

108, 000,  000 

. Sept.  3, 1954 

2, 000, 000 

. . June  30,1948 

15, 000, 000 

....  June  28,1938 

193,000, 000 

. June  28, 1938 

38, 000, 000 

_ June  22,  1936 

35, 000,  000 

.  May  17,1950 

10, 000, 000 

17,  000, 000 

.  May  17,1950 

12, 000, 000 

.  June  28. 1938 

5. 000,  000 

_ June  28. 1938 

2. 000, 0004 
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to  be  as 


-(h)-  4hte  total  amount 
this  section  shall  not 

{8kOt  302.  4n  addition  to  the  previous  authorhationy  the 
completion  of  the  system  of  Hood  control  reservoirs  on  the 
W est  Braneh  {Susquehanna  lliver,  Bennsylvaniar  authorized 
hr  the  4-1  ood  Control  Act  of  49h-h  is  hereby  authorized  at 

*/  '  %j 

an  estimated  eost  of  $3,000,000? 

thse?  303?  44tle  444  of  this  Aet  may  be  eited  as  the 
‘-River  Basin  l\4onetary  Authorization  Aet  of  4908A 
TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 


Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of 
rivers  and  harbors  and,  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and,  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports 
hereinafter  designated.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first  session ), 
shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  title ; 
and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans, 
proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for  navi¬ 
gation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes 
incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 
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NAVIGATION 

Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  265,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$616,000; 

Fall  River  Harbor,  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island: 
House  Document  Numbered  175,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $8,762,000 ; 

Bristol  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  174,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$ 873,000 ; 

Hempstead  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  101,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$703,000; 

Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  South  Carolina: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  88,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $35,381,000 ; 

Miami  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  93,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$ 6.476,000 ; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to  Tampa, 
Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  except  that  not  to  exceed  $40,000,000  is  authorized 
for  initiation  of  such  project; 

Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf,  and 
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Black,  Louisiana:  House  Document  Numbered  155,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8, 0 45, 1 000 ; 

Bed  Hirer  Waterman,  Louisiana,  Texas,  Arkansas,  and 
Oklahoma:  House  Document  Numbered  304,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  except  that  not  to  exceed,  $50,000,000  is  authorized 
for  initiation  of  such  project ; 

Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud  Canal,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  Senate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,300,000 ; 

Mississippi  Hirer  Outlets,  Venice,  Louisiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $4,520,000 ; 

Yazoo  River,  Mississippi.  House  Document  Numbered 
342,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $52,147  - 

000. 

Corpus  Christi  Ship  Caned,  Texas:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$19,042,000; 

Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River,  Texas:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  cm  estimated  cost  of 
$8,000,000; 

Wilson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  112,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$198,000; 
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Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  Hew  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  97,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,315,000; 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated, 
cost  of  $500,000; 

Forestville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  183,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$538,000; 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  189,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $466,- 
000; 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Michigan:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  338,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $31,300,000 ; 

Snohomish  River  (Everett  Harbor) ,  Washington:  House 
Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,108,000 ; 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Number  330,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,430,000; 

Port  Hueneme,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,000,000 ; 
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Ventura  Marina ,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,540,000 ; 

San  Diego  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5- 
360,000; 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Numbered  70, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,760,000 ; 

King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska :  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  13,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$522,000; 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  95,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,030,000 ; 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for  Light  Draft 
Vessels:  House  Document  Numbered  353,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,256,000. 

BEACH  EROSION 

Brevard  County,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 
352,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  project  for  beach  erosion  control,  Fort 
Pierce,  Florida,  authorized  by  the  Diver  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1965  (79  Stat.  1089,  1092)  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
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Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  construction  of  the  project  and  periodic  nourish¬ 
ment  for  ten  years  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  In  addition  to  applicable  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation  set  forth  in  the  aforementioned 
report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  local  interests  shall,  prior 
to  construction,  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  they  ivill — 

(1 )  contribute  in  cash,  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to 
the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  or  nourishment  schedules,  as  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  all  costs  of  initial  construction  and 
periodic  nourishment  for  ten  years  exclusive  of  costs 
assigned  to  the  Federal  Government  in  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and 

(2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  That  section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  War  to  sell  and  convey 
to  the  town  of  Marmet,  West  Virginia,  two  tracts  of  land 
to  be  used  for  municipal  purposes”,  approved  July  8,  1942 
(56  Stat.  651)  is  hereby  amended  by  deleting  the  period 
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after  the  words  “ related  municipal  purposes’  and  insert¬ 
ing  thereafter  the  phrase  llincluding  firefighting  facilities 
and  structures” . 

(h)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  issue  to  the  town  of  Marmet,  West  Virginia ,  with¬ 
out  monetary  consideration  therefor,  such  written  instruments 
as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  104.  ( a)  That  notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee,  is 
authorized  and,  directed  to  convey  to  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  hereinafter  stated, 
and  to  such  other  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  deem  to  he  in  the  public  interest, 
all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
certain  real  property,  together  with  improvements  thereon, 
located  at  Ohio  River  locks  and  dams  numbered  16,  19,  20, 
and  21  in  West  Virginia  as  described,  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section.  No  property  shall  be  conveyed  under  authority  of 
this  section  until  these  locks  and  dams  have  been  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the 
Department  of  the  Army  and  suitable  replacement  facilities 
are  in  operation  under  the  Ohio  River  navigation  modern¬ 
ization  program.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  pnor  dis- 
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position  of  such  facilities  and  improvements  on  such  lands  as 
he  deems  to  he  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States. 

(h)  The  real  property  authorized  for  conveyance  by 
subsection  ( a)  of  this  section  comprise  all  or  portions  of  such 
lands  and  improvements  as  may  be  determined  excess  of  four 
lock  and  dam  projects  on  the  Ohio  River  in  the  State  of 
West  Virginia  and  designated  as,  number  16  (Willow  Island 
Pool)  in  Tyler  County ,  numbers  19  and  20  (Belleville  Pool ) 
in  Wood  County ,  and  number  21  (Racine  Pool )  in  Jackson 
County.  The  exact  descriptions  and  acreage  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  by  accurate  surveys,  the  cost  of 
which  is  to  be  borne  by  the  State  of  West  Virginia. 

(c)  The  conveyance  authorized  herein  shall  provide 
that  said  property  shall  be  used  only  for  public  park  and 
recreation  purposes  and,  such  other  uses  directly  related  to 
programs  of  the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  and  if  it  ever  ceases  to  be  used,  for  such  purposes, 
title  to  said  property  shall  immediately  revert  to  the  United 
States.  Any  deed  of  conveyance  shall  also  be  subject  to  and 
include  the  following  additional  terms  and  conditions: 

(1)  The  State  of  West  Virginia  shall  pay  the  United 
States  as  consideration  for  the  conveyance  50  per  centum 
of  the  current  fair  market  value  of  the  property  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
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(2)  There  shall  he  reserved  to  the  United  States 
such  f towage  easements  and  riyhts-of-way  for  roads  and 
utility  lines  as  the  Secretary  determines  may  be  required 
for  other  navigation  projects. 

(3)  Such  other  restrictions ,  terms,  and  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  United  States. 

(d)  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  conveyances  referred  to 
herein  shall  he  covered  into  the  United  States  Treasury  as 
miscellan eo us  receipts. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
convey,  without  monetary  consideration,  to  the  city  of 
Buffalo,  New  York,  cdl  riyht,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  certain  real  property  underlying  Lake  Erie 
containing  approximately  46.01  acres  and  more  particularly 
described  in  subsection  (h)  of  this  section,  on  condition  that 
such  real  property  he  used  for  public  park  and  recreational 
development  purposes  and  if  such  property  shall  ever  cease  to 
be  used  for  such  purposes,  title  thereto  shall  revert  to  the 
United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this  section  is  more 
particularly  described  as  follows: 

(1)  Parcel  E. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersection 
of  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  39  prolonged  and  the  shoreline 
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of  Lake  Erie  as  established  in  1846,  which  point  hears  south 
68  degrees  28  minutes  west,  a  distance  of  140  feet,  more  or 
less,  from  United  States  Monument  numbered  7 )  which  monu¬ 
ment  is  the  southeasterly  corner  of  the  said  outer  lot  39; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  with  the  estab¬ 
lished  harbor  line  1,140  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  said 
harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line  1,310 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said  har¬ 
bor  line  and  a  line  at  right  angles  thereto  passing 
through  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  and  a  line  330  feet  northerly  at  right 
angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of  outer  lot 
36; 

thence  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with  said  harbor 
line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  1,320  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  beginning 
containing  34.04  acres,  more  or  less. 

(2)  Parcel  C-B. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersec¬ 
tion  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  with  the  northerly  line  of 
land  deeded  to  the  United  States  Government,  October  21, 
1846.  said  line  also  extending  in  a  due  east  and  west  direc- 
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lion  and  passing  through  the  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36 
(United  States  Monument  No.  2),  said  point  of  beginning 
being  also  480  feet,  more  or  less,  west  of  the  said  northwest 
corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said,  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  a  distance  of  470  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the 
intersection  with  a  line  330  feet  northly  at  right  angles 
f  rom  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of  lot  36,  said,  line 
being  also  the  north  line  of  lands  deeded  to  the  United 
States  Government,  September  25,  1847 ; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  to  established 
harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  established 
harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line  465 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said 
harbor  and  a  line  at  right  angles  thereto  passing  through 
the  point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in 
1846  and  the  line  extending  in  a  due  east  and  west  direc¬ 
tion  and  passing  through  the  northwest  corner  of  outer 
lot  36; 

thence  easterly  at  right  angles  to  established  harbor 
line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846,  which  is  the  above  referenced  point  of 
beginning,  containing  11.97  acres,  more  or  less. 

(c)  Any  deed  of  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  this 
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section  shall  reserve  to  the  United  States ,  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  seven  years,  the  right  to  use  such  lands  for  a  spoil 
disposal  area  for  materials  dredged  from  the  Buffalo  Idarhor 
Project,  including  the  right  to  place  structures  thereon  and  to 
perform  all  other  actions  incident  to  such  use,  together  with 
the  rights  of  ingress  and  egress  thereto.  Such  deed  shall  con¬ 
tain  such  additional  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  be  necessary  to 
protect  the  interest  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department 
of  the  Army,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  shall  make  an  appraisal  investigation  and  study,  in¬ 
cluding  a  review  of  any  previous  relevant  studies  and  reports, 
of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific  coasts  of  the  United  States, 
the  coasts  of  Puerto  Pico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the 
shorelines  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  estuaries  and  bays 
thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  (1)  determining  areas  along  such 
coasts  and  shorelines  where  significant  erosion  occurs;  (2) 
identifying  those  areas  where  erosion  presents  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem  because  the  rate  of  erosion,  considered  in  conjunction 
with  economic,  industrial,  recreational,  agricultural,  naviga¬ 
tional,  demographic,  ecological,  and  other  relevant  factors, 
indicates  that  action  to  halt  such  erosion  may  be  justified; 
(3)  describing  generally  the  most  suitable  type  of  remedial 
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action  for  those  areas  that  have  a  serious  erosion  'problem; 
(4)  providing  preliminary  cost  estimates  for  such  remedial 
action ;  (5)  recommending  priorities  among  the  serious  prob¬ 
lem  areas  for  action  to  stop  erosion;  (6)  providing  State 
and  local  authorities  with  information  and  recommendations 
to  assist  the  creation  and  implementation  of  State  and.  local 
coast  and.  shoreline  erosion,  programs;  (7)  developing  rec¬ 
ommended  guidelines  for  land  use  regulation  in  coastal  areas 
taking  into  consideration  all  relevant  factors ;  and  (8)  identi¬ 
fying  coastal  areas  ivhere  title  uncertainty  exists.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  as  soon  as 
practicable,  but  not  later  than  three  years  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such  appraisal  investi¬ 
gation  and  study,  together  with  his  recommendations.  The 
views  of  concerned  local,  State,  and  Federal  authorities  and 
interests  will  be  taken  into  account  in  making  such  appraisal 
investigation  and  study. 

(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
amounts,  not.  to  exceed  $1,000,000,  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  107.  That  the  projects  for  the  Illinois  Waterway 
and  Grand  Calumet  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana  ( Calumet- 
Sag  navigation  project) ,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
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Act  of  July  24,  1946,  are  hereby  'modified  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  45,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  insofar  as  such  recommendations  apply  to  existing 
highway  bridges  in  Part  If:  Grand,  Calumet  River  and 
Indiana  Harbor  Canal,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 33,265.000 . 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Steele  Bayou,  in  Warren,  Issaquena, 
Sharkey,  and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  Washington 
Bayou,  in  Issaquena  and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi, 
are  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigable  within  the  meaning 
of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  project  for  navigation  on  Steele  Bayou,  Wash¬ 
ington  Bayou,  and.  Lake  Washington,  authorized,  by  the 
Rivers  and  Harbors  Acts  of  July  5,  1884,  August  5,  1886, 
and  June  25, 1910,  is  hereby  deauthorized. 

Sec.  109.  Section  313  of  the  Act  approved  October 
27,  1965  (79  Stat.  1073),  is  amended  by  deleting  the  date 
“June  30,  1968”  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “June 
30, 1969”. 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  review 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  Ouachita  and, 
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Black  Rivers  navigation  projects,  authorized  by  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  with  particular  reference 
to  Federal  and  non-F ederal  cost  sharing,  and,  he  shall  report 
the  findings  of  such  review  to  Congress  within  one  year  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  111.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  investigate,  study,  and 
construct  projects  for  the  prevention  or  mitigation  of  shore 
damages  attributable  to  Federal  navigation  works.  The  cost 
of  installing,  operating,  and  maintaining  such  projects  shall 
be  borne  entirely  by  the  United  States.  No  such  project  shall 
be  constructed  without  specific  authorization  by  Congress  if 
the  estimated  first  cost  exceeds  $1,000,000. 

Sec.  112.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1966  (80  Stat.  1417)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

“(g)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  conduct  a  study 
of  those  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Washington  Channel  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  suitable  for  public  visitor  parking 
facilities.  Such  study  shall,  among  others,  consider  existing 
and  future  visitation ,  multiple  and  alternative  areas,  methods 
for  providing  such  facilities ,  and  estimated  costs  and  revenues 
to  be  derived  therefrom.  Not  later  than  one  hundred,  and 
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eight//  days  after  the  date  funds  are  appropriated  to  carry  out 
such  study ,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  President  and 
Congress  a  report  thereon  together  with  his  recommendations, 
including  necessary  legislation,  if  any.  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  not  to  exceed,  $ 100,000  to  carry  out  this  sub¬ 
section." 

Sec.  113.  Those  portions  of  the  East  and  Hudson  Rivers 
in  New  York  County,  State  of  New  York,  lying  shoreward  of 
a  line  within  the  United  States  Pierhead  Line  as  it  exists  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and  bounded  on  the  north 
by  the  north  side  of  Spring  Street  extended  westerly  and  the 
south  side  of  Robert  F.  Wagner,  Senior  Place  extended  east- 
wardly,  are  hereby  declared,  to  be  nonnavigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  within,  the  meaning  of  the  lairs  of  the  United 
States.  This  declaration  shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the 
above-described,  area  which  are  bulklieaded  and  filled.  PI  a  ns 
for  bulkheading  and  filling  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on  the 
basis  of  engineering  studies  to  determine  the  location  and  struc¬ 
tural  stability  of  the  bulkheading  and  filling  in  order  to  pre¬ 
serve  and  maintain  the  remaining  navigable  waterway.  Local 
interests  shall  reimburse  the  Federal  Government  for  any 
engineering  costs  incurred  under  this  section. 
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Sec.  114.  That  portion  of  the  Northern  Embarcadero 
area,  beginning  at  the  intersection  of  the  northwesterly 
line  of  Bryant  Street  with  the  southivesterly  line  of  Spear 
Street,  which  intersection  lies  on  the  line  of  jurisdiction  of  the 
San  Francisco  Port  Authority;  following  thence  westerly  and 
northerly  along  said  line  of  jurisdiction  as  described  in  the 
State  of  California  Harbor  and  Navigation  Code  Section 
1770,  as  amended  in  1961,  to  its  intersection  with  the  easterly 
line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  produced  northerly;  thence  north¬ 
erly  along  said  easterly  line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  produced 
to  its  intersection  with  the  United  States  Government  pier¬ 
head  line;  thence  following  said  pierhead  line  easterly  and 
southerly  to  its  intersection  with  the  northwesterly  line  of 
Bryant  Street  produced  northeasterly;  thence  southwesterly 
along  said  northwesterly  line  of  Bryant  Street  produced  to 
the  point  of  beginning,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigablc 
waters  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling 
in  of  all  and/or  any  part  of  the  described  area.  This  declara¬ 
tion  shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the  above-described  area 
which  are  bulkheaded  and  filled.  Plans  for  bulkheading  and 
lilling  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on  the  basis  of  engineering 
studies  to  determine  the  location  and  structural  stability  of 
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the  bulkheading  and  filling  in  order  to  preserve  and  maintain 
the  remaining  navigable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall  re¬ 
imburse  the  Federal  Government  for  any  engineering  costs 
incurred  under  this  section. 

Sec.  115.  That  portion  of  the  Northwest  Branch  of  the 
Patapsco  River  located  generally  south  of  Pratt  Street,  east 
of  Light  Street,  north  of  Key  Highway,  in  the  city  of  Balti¬ 
more,  State  of  Maryland,  and  being  more  particularly  de¬ 
scribed  as  all  of  that  portion  of  the  Northwest  Branch  of  the 
Patapsco  River  lying  west  of  a  series  of  lines  beginning  at 
the  point  formed  by  the  intersection  of  the  south  side  of  Pratt 
Street,  as  now  laid  out,  and  the  west  side  of  Pier  3  and  run¬ 
ning  thence  binding  on  the  west  side  of  Pier  3,  south  04  de¬ 
grees  19  minutes  47  seconds  east  726.59  feet  to  the  southwest 
corner  of  Pier  3;  thence  crossing  the  Northwest  Branch  of  the 
Patapsco  River,  south  23  degrees  01  minutes  15  seconds  west 
855.36  feet  to  the  point  formed  by  the  intersection  of  the  ex¬ 
isting  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line  and  the  east  side  of  Battery 
Avenue,  last  said  point  of  intersection  being  the  end,  of  the  first 
line  of  the  fourth  parcel  of  land  conveyed  by  J .  and  F.  Realty, 
Incorporated  to  Allegheny  Pepsi-Cola  Bottling  Company  by 
deed  dated  December  22,  1965,  and,  recorded  among  the  Land 
Record  of  Baltimore  City  in  Liber  J.  F.  C.  numbered  2006 
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folio  , >1.1,  /Ac  location  of  said  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line  is 
based  upon  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Haiti  more  District ,  Balti¬ 
more ,  Maryland,  coordinate  value  for  station  LI]'  of  said 
pierhead  and  bulkhead,  line,  the  coordinate  indue  as  referred 
to  the  Lambert  grid  phene  coordinate  system  for  the  Stale  of 
Maryland  of  said  station  LIY  being  east  2,1 11,161 .40,  north 
527 ,709 .27  and  thence  binding  on  the  east  side  of  Battery 
Avenue,  south  03  degrees  09  minutes  07  seconds  east  568  feet, 
more  or  less,  to  intersect  the  north  side  of  Key  Highway  as 
now  laid  out  and  located  is  hereby  declared  to  be  not  a  navi¬ 
gable  stream  of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  consent  of  Congress  is 
hereby  given  for  the  filling  in  of  all  and  or  any  part  of  the 
described  area. 

Sec.  116.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  remove  from  the  Potomac  Hirer  and  to  de¬ 
stroy  the  abandoned  ships,  shifts  hulls,  and  pilings,  located 
in  Mallow's  Bay,  between  Sandy  Point  and  Liverpool  Point , 
(dairies  County .  Maryland,  and  at  Wide  Water,  south  of 
Quantico,  Virginia,  and  any  other  abandoned  ships  formerly 
among  those  in  Mallow's  Bay  or  at  Wide  Water  which  have 
drifted  from  those  locations.  Local  interests  shall  contribute 
50  percent  of  the  cost  of  such  work. 
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(b)  There  is  authorized  to  carry  out  this  section,  not  to 
exceed  8  1  75,000. 

Sec.  117.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  is  hereby  authorized  to  main¬ 
tain  authorized  river  and  harbor  projects  in  excess  of  author¬ 
ized  project  depths  where  such  excess  depths  hare  been 
provided  by  the  United  States  for  defense  purposes  and 
whenever  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  that  such 
waterways  also  serve  essential  needs  of  general  commerce. 

Sec.  118.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  Act  entitled,  “An  Act 
creating  the  City  o)  Clinton  Bridge  Commission  and 
authorizing  said  commission  and  its  successors  to  acquire 
by  purchase  or  condemnation  and  to  construct,  maintain,  and 
operate  a,  bridge  or  bridges  across  the  Mississippi  River  at 
or  near  Clinton,  Iowa,  at  or  near  Fulton,  Illinois' ,  ap- 
proved  December  21,  1944,  as  revised,  amended,  and  re¬ 
enacted,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  “(a)"  immediately 
after  “Sec.  5U  and,  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  In  addition  to  the  method  of  payment  provided  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  its  suc¬ 
cessors  and  assigns  are  hereby  authorized  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  the  cost  of  dismantling  one  bridge  and  of  con- 
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structing  as  a  replacement  therefor  a  new  bridge  (including 
necessary  approaches  and  approach  highways)  either  entirely 
from  a  construction  fund  created,  in  accordance  with  section 
6  of  this  Act  or  from  both  such  construction  fund  and,  from 
bonds  issued  and  sold  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section.  The  cost  of  any  bridge  constructed  under  this 
subsection  ( together  with  approaches  and  approach  high¬ 
ways)  shall  include  all  costs  and  expenses  included  in  the 
case  of  a  bridge  constructed  under  authority  of  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  ( including  its  approaches  and  approach  high¬ 
ways)  A 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  6  of  such  Act  of 
December  21,  1944,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and 
the  following:  “and,  if  the  Commission  determines  it  advis¬ 
able  to  do  so,  to  provide  a  construction  fund  specifically  to 
pay  the  cost  of  dismantling  one  bridge  and  constructing  a  new 
bridge  to  replace  it  as  authorized  by  subsection  (b)  of  section 
5  of  this  Act A 

(c)  Section  6  of  such  Act  of  December  21,  1944,  is 
further  amended  by  adding  immediately  following  the  third 
sentence  of  such  section  the  following  new  sentence:  “If  no 
bonds  or  notes  are  outstanding  or  if  a  sinking  fund  specifically 
for  payment  of  all  outstanding  bonds  and  notes  shall  have 
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been  provided,  the  remainder  of  such  tolls  may,  if  the  Com¬ 
mission  determines  it  advisable  to  do  so,  be  placed  in  a 
construction  fund  for  use  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b) 
of  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  8 
of  such  Act  of  December  21 ,  1.044,  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  after  11  solely  for  that  purpose,”  the  following: 
uand  after  any  bridge  constructed  under  authority  of  section 
5(b)  of  this  Act  shall  have  bee7i  paid  for,  or  sufficient  funds 
are  available  in  the  construction  fund  authorized  by  section  6 
to  pay  for  such  bridge,” . 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  inap¬ 
plicable  insofar  as  they  authorize  the  construction  of  a  bridge 
or  bridges  unless  actual  construction  thereof  is  commenced 
within  five  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section 
and  such  construction  is  completed  by  January  1,  1980. 

Sec.  119.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  locations  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section 
110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950 : 

Back  River,  Maryland,  from  Chesapeake  Bay  to  the 

city  of  Baltimore  s  waste  water  treatment  plants. 

Savannah  and  Tennessee  Rivers,  with  a,  view  to 
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determining  the  advisability  of  providing  a  waterway 
connecting  the  rivers  by  canals  and  appurtenant  facilities 
and  a  waterway  connecting  Charleston  and  Port  Royal, 
South  Carolina,  with  the  lower  Savannah  River. 

Lake  Superior,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advis¬ 
ability  of  a  waterway  connecting  the  lake  and,  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River. 

Sec.  120.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1968” . 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 
Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22, 
1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress),  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June 
28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con¬ 
gress),  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title 
except  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectifi¬ 
cation  project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and,  (c)  of  section  3 
of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law.  The  authorization  for 
any  flood  control  project,  herein  authorized  by  this  Act  re¬ 
quiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee  of  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time 
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furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  ( Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session),  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
ivorks  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein.  The  necessary  plans,  specifications,  and  preliminary 
work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this 
title  with  funds  from  appropriations  hereafter  made  for  flood 
control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  con¬ 
struction  program.  The  projects  authorized  in  this  title  shall 
be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as 
may  be  consistent  with  budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and 
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other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future  use  in  the 
development  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any 
dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

LOWER  CHARLES  RIVER,  MASSACHUSETTS 
The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Lower  Charles 
Fiver,  Massachusetts,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 18,620,000 . 

CONNECTICUT  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Beaver  Brook,  New  Hampshire,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  68,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 1,185,000 . 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Park  River,  Con¬ 
necticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  43,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $ 30,300,000 . 
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LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Norwalk  River, 
Connecticut  and  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  51,  Ninetieth 
Co?igress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 2,700,000 . 

DELAW  ARE- ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  along  the  Delaware  Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen 
to  Fenwick  Island,  at  the  Delawar  e-Mar  gland  State  Line,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  90,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$5,584,000. 

RAPPAHANNOCK  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  the  Salem  Church  Dam  and  Reservoir 
Rappahannock  River,  Virginia,  is  hereby  modified  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  37,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $7 9 ,50 0 ,000 . 

CAPE  FEAR  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Ranclleman  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Deep  River,  North  Carolina ,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 
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tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  X umbered  343,  Ninetieth 
Congress  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $19,463,000. 

The  project  for  the  Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Deep  River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized,  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with,  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered,  343,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,460,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane  flood 
protection  of  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  335, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $11 ,805,000. 

HILLSBOROUGH  BAY,  FLORIDA 
The  project  for  hurricane- flood  control  protection  on 
Hillsborough  Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  313,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,909,000,  except  that 
construction  of  the  barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay  shall 
not  be  undertaken  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  completes 
further  detailed  studies  covering  related  water  resource  prob¬ 
lems,  including  a  comprehensive  model  study  of  the  entire 
Tampa  Bay  area,  and  until  sixty  days  after  the  date  of 
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submission  of  a  report  on  such  studies  to  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 
The  project  for  Central  ami  Southern  Florida,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  30,  1948,  is  further 
modified  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  ,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 8,072,000 ,  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  House  Document  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $58,182,000. 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  the  Tallahala  Creek  Dam  and,  Reservoir, 
Tallahala  Creek,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  143, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  to  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,360,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted,  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928 
(45  Stat.  534),  as  amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and.  expanded  to  include  the  following  items: 

(1)  The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin,  Ar¬ 
kansas  and  Missouri,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  ap¬ 
proved  June  15,  1936  (Public  Law  74-678) ,  as  modified  by 
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subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1965.  Public  Law  89-298  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
provide  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the 
improvements  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965, 
shall  conform  to  those  requirements  for  local  cooperation 
in  the  Saint  Francis  Fiver  Basin  authorized  in  previous  Acts 
of  Congress,  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  11,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress. 

(2)  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Fivers  and 
Bayou  Macon  Basin  to  divert  flows  that  would  otherwise 
enter  Lake  Chicot,  Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  168,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $15,240,000,  except  that  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction  of  the  project,  local  interests  shall  agree  that 
no  fees  shall  be  charged  for  admission  to  Lake  Chicot  and  to 
public  recreation  areas  adjoining  Lake  Chicot  and  that  user 
fees  at  such  lake  and  areas  shall  be  devoted  to  recreation 
purposes. 

(3)  Improvements  in  the  Belle  Fountain  ditch  and 
tributaries,  Missouri,  and  Drainage  District  Number  17, 
Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 
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tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  339,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 4,638,000 . 

WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crooked  Creek  at 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  Harrison,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  28, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,840,000. 

BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Aquilla  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Aquilla 
Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  52,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $23,612,000. 

NAVASOTA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Navasota  River, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  341,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except  that  Nava¬ 
sota  Numbered  2  Reservoir  shall  be  constructed  first  and  there 
is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed  $55,487 ,000  for 
construction  of  such  Reservoir. 
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CLEAR  CREEK,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Clear  Creek,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered,  351,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $12,600,000. 

PECAN  BAYOU,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood,  protection  on  Pecan  Bayou,,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  350,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $24,861,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  at  Texas  City  and 
vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  ivith  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  187,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 10,990,000 . 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood,  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
from  Cassville,  Wisconsin,  to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  348, 
Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $21,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  State  Road  and  Elmer 


1 

o 

o 

o 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

oo 

j 

24 


69 


Coulees,  city  of  La  Crosse  and  Shelby  Township,  Wisconsin, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 6,849,000 . 

RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH 

The  project,  for  flood  protection  on  the  South  Branch  of 
the  Wild  Bice  River  and  Felton  Ditch,  Minnesota,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  98,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,230  '000. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ohio  River  in 
Southwestern  Jefferson  County,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  340, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 19,800,000 . 

The  project  for  the  Utica  Dam  and,  Reservoir  and,  flood, 
protection  at  Newark,  Licking  River  Basin ,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  337,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$32,953,000. 
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WABASH  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  related  purposes  in 
the  Wabash  River  Basin,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Ohio  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  96,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except  that  Big 
Walnut  Reservoir  is  authorized  in  accordance  with  the 
plan  for  such  project  set  forth  in  report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  such  Document,  and  not  to  exceed  $ 37 ,100,000 
is  authorized  for  construction  of  such  reservoir. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Bear  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
South  Platte  River,  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  87,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 32,314,000 . 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota , 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  94,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $ 2,750,000 .  With  respect  to  that  portion  of  the  project 
above  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  approved  in  accordance  with  House 
Document  Numbered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  in  the 
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Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-298) ,  there  shall 
he  mutual  agreement  between  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South 
Dakota  on  a  flood  control  plan  and  a  plan  for  mitigation  of 
fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  respect  to  said  portion  within  one 
gear  and  three  months  following  completion  of  the  reservoir 
study  for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  Iiiver  and  the  Bock 
Fiver  now  underway  and  receipt  of  copies  of  said  report  by 
the  Governors  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota.  If 
said  mutual  agreement  is  not  reached  within  said  time,  ap¬ 
proval  of  said  flood  control  plan  and,  plan  for  mitigation  of 
fish  and  wildlife  losses  shall  be  made  by  a  committee  consisting 
of  one  representative  each  appointed  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  in 
the  Papillion  Creek  Basin,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  349, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 26,800,000 . 

The  project  for  the  Davids  Creek  Dam  and  Feservoir, 
Nishnabotna  Fiver,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  142,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 2,040,000 . 


1 

2 

Q 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


72 


The  project  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the 
Little  Blue  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  169,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 38,192,000 . 

The  second  paragraph  under  the  heading  “Missouri 
River  Basin'  of  the  Act  entitled,  “An  Act  authorizing  addi¬ 
tional  appropriations  for  the  prosecution  of  comprehensive 
plans  for  certain  river  basins" ,  approved  December  30,  1963 
(77  Stat.  840),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin,  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  is  further  modified  to  include  such  bank  protection 
or  rectification  works  at  or  below  the  Garrison  Reservoir  as  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  may  be  found  necessary,  at  an  estimated'  cost  of 
$ 7,040,000 

JORDAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt 
Lake  City  Streams,  Utah,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  33,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $22 ,664,000 . 
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SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  F eather  Fiver  at 
Chester,  California,  is  hereby  authorized,  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered.  314,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $940,000. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection,  and  other  purposes  on 
Cucamonga  Creek,  California ,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered.  323, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,300,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 
The  project  for  flood  control  on  Alhambra,  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  336,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  es¬ 
timated  cost  of  $8,000,000. 

MAD  RIVER,  CALIFORNIA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Mad  Fiver,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized,  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $38,600 ,000 . 
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SWEETWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Sweetwater  River , 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $ 4,900,000 . 

TAN  AN  A  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  in  the  Tanana  River  Basin 
in  the  vicinity  of  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  is  hereby  modified  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  88. 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 111,700,000 . 

I  AO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

The  project  for  flood,  protection  and  other  purposes  on 
Iao  Stream,  Hawaii,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  151,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 1,660,000 . 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  provide  such  school 
facilities  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  the  education  of 
dependents  of  persons  engaged  in  the  construction  of  the 
Dworshak  Darn  and  Reservoir  project,  Idaho,  and  to  pay  for 
the  same  from  any  funds  available  for  such  project.  When  he 
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determines  it  to  be  in  the  'public  interest,  the  Secretary,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may  enter  into  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements  with  local  and  Federal  agencies  for  the 
operation  of  such  Government  facilities,  for  the  expansion 
of  local  facilities  at  Federal  expense,  and  for  contributions 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  cover  the  increased  cost  to 
local  agencies  of  providing  the  educational  services  required 
by  the  Government. 

Sec.  205.  The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Ironton, 
Ohio,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  August  28, 
1937 ,  is  hereby  modified  so  as  to  provide  for  the  installation 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  of  aluminum  closure  structures  at  gates  num¬ 
bered  10,  17,  and  18,  located  at  Second  and  Orchard  Streets, 
Second  Street  west  of  Storms  Creek,  and  Second  and  Ellison 
Streets,  respectively,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,000. 

Sec.  206.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in 
section  201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes’ ,  approved  July  3,  1958  (72  Stat. 
305 ) ,  the  authorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects 
for  local  protection  on  the  Weber  Fiver,  Utah,  shall  expire 
on  April  16,  1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before  such 
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date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such  project  will 
he  furnished. 

Sec.  207.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  ivories  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other 
purposes ”,  approved  July  3,  1058  (72  Stat.  305),  the  au¬ 
thorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Pecos  Fiver  at  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico,  shall 
expire  on  May  19,  1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before 
such  date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such  project 
will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  208.  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Gila 
Fiver  below  Painted  Pock  Feservoir,  Arizona,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180,  1190), 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  116, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide 
that  local  cooperation  shall  consist  of  the  requirements  that, 
prior  to  construction,  local  interests  give  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will:  (1) 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  $ 700,000 ,  to  be  paid  either  in 
a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  install- 
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ments  prior  lo  the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  construction  schedules,  as  determined  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  except  that  the  reasonable  value,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  any  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  furnished  by  the  local 
interests  shall  be  deducted  from  the  required  cash  contribu¬ 
tion;  (2)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works;  (3 )  Maintain  and  oper¬ 
ate  all  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  209.  (a)  Whenever  any  State,  or  any  agency  or 
instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local  government,  or  any  non¬ 
profit  incorporated  body  organized  or  chartered  under  the 
law  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located,  or  any  nonprofit 
association  or  combination  of  such  bodies,  agencies  or  in¬ 
strumentalities,  shall  undertake  to  secure  any  lands  or  in¬ 
terests  therein  as  a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  families, 
individuals,  and  business  concerns  displaced  by  a  river  and 
harbor  improvment,  flood  control  or  other  water  resource 
project  duly  authorized  by  Congress,  and  when  it  has  been 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  State  is 
unable  to  acquire  necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands  or 
is  unable  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  with 
sufficient  promptness,  the  Secretary,  upon  the  request  of  the 
Governor  of  the  State  in  which  such  site  is  located,  and  after 
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1  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  Stale,  interstate,  re- 
2,  gional,  and  local  departments  and  agencies,  is  authorized ,  in 

3  the  name  of  the  United  States  and  prior  to  the  approval  of 

4  title  by  the  Attorney  General,  to  acquire,  enter  upon,  and  take 

5  possession  of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  by  purchase,  do- 

6  nation,  condemnation  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with  the 

7  laws  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Act  of  February  26 . 

8  1931  (46  Slat.  1421 )  ) .  Ail  expenses  of  said  acquisition  and 

9  any  award  that  may  be  made  under  a  condemnation  proceed- 

10  ing,  including  costs  of  examination  and  abstract  of  title,  cer- 

11  tificate  of  title,  appraisal,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incident  to 

12  acquisition,  shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  body,  agency,  or 

13  instrument  eddy .  Pending  such  payment,  the  Secretary  may 

14  expend  from  any  funds  hereafter  appropriated  for  the  project 

15  occasioning  such  acquisition  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 

16  to  canny  out  this  section.  To  secure  pay  mod.  the  Secretary 

17  may  require  any  such  State  or  agency,  body,  or  instrumen¬ 
ts  tality  to  execute  a  proper  bond  in  such  amount  as  he  may 

19  deem  necessary  before  acquisition  is  commenced.  Any  sums 

20  paid  to  the  Secretary  by  any  such  State  or  agency,  body  or 

21  instrumentality  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  to  the 

22  credit  of  the  appropriation  for  such  project. 

23  (b)  No  acquisition  shall  be  undertaken  under  the  au- 

24  thority  of  this  section  unless  the  Secretary  has  determined , 
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after  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governmental  agencies  that  (1)  the  development  of  a  site 
is  necessary  in  order  to  alleviate  hardships  to  displaced  per¬ 
sons;  (2)  the  location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  develop¬ 
ment  in  relation  to  present  or  potential  sources  of  employ¬ 
ment;  and  (3)  a  plan  for  development  of  the  site  has  been 
approved  by  appropriate  local  governmental  authorities  in 
the  area  or  community  in  which  such  site  is  located. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  directed 
by  proper  deed,  executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States, 
to  convey  any  lands  or  interests  in  land  acquired  in  any 
State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  to  the  State,  or  such 
public  or  private  nonprofit  body,  agency ,  or  institution  in  the 
State  as  the  Governor  may  prescribe,  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary,  the  Gov¬ 
ernor,  and  the  agency  to  which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

Sec.  210.  No  entrance  or  admission  fees  shall  be  collected 
after  March  31,  1970,  by  any  officer  or  employee  of  the 
United  States  at  public  recreation  areas  located  at  lakes  and 
reservoirs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
United  States  Army.  User  fees  at  these  lakes  and  reservoirs 
shall  be  collected  by  officers  and  employees  of  the  United  States 
only  from  users  of  highly  developed  facilities  requiring  con¬ 
tinuous  presence  of  personnel  for  maintenance  and  supervi- 
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sion  of  the  facilities,  and  shall  not  be  collected  for  access  to  or 
use  of  water  areas,  undeveloped  or  lightly  developed,  shore- 
laud,  picnic  grounds,  overlook  sites,  scenic  drives,  or  boat 
launching  ramps  where  no  mechanical  or  hydraulic  equip¬ 
ment  is  provided. 

Sec.  211.  The  Mason  J.  Niblack  levee  feature  of  the 
project  for  flood  control  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin,  Illinois 
and  Indiana,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
July  24,  1046,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for  the  instal¬ 
lation  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  and  operation  and  maintenance  by  local  inter¬ 
ests,  of  pumping  facilities  to  remove  ponded  interior  drainage 
from  the  area  protected  by  the  levee,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$500,000. 

Sec.  212.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  amend  Contract  Num¬ 
bered  DA-45-108-C IV ENG-66-68,  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Montana  State  Highway  Commission  for  the 
relocation  of  Montana  State  Highway  37  in  connection  with 
the  construction  of  the  Libby  Dam  project,  so  as  to  provide  that 
the  design  standards  for  the  relocation  shall  be  those  adopted 
by  the  State  of  Montana  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Highway  Safety  Act  of  1966  (SO  Stat.  731 ) . 

Sec.  213.  The  project  far  flood  control  and  improvement 
of  the  Lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15. 
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1928  (45  Stat.  534)  as  amended  and  modified ,  is  further 
modified  to  provide  pumping  plants  and  other  drainage  facil¬ 
ities  in  Cairo,  Illinois,  and  vicinity,  to  the  extent  found  eco¬ 
nomically  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the 
conditio7is  that  local  interests  (1)  provide  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  construction  of  the  work;  (2)  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  work; 
and  (3)  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  completion. 

Sec.  214.  The  project  for  the  Sanders  Creek  Red  River 
Basin,  Texas,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  additional  privately  owned  lands  aggregating  approxi¬ 
mately  seven  hundred  and  fifty  acres  located  within  the 
boundaries  of  former  Camp  Maxey,  Lamar  Count y,  'Texas, 
for  the  purpose  of  consolidating  Federal  ownership  of  areas 
as  may  be  needed  for  wildlife  purposes  in  connection  with  the 
Pat  Mayse  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  and  to  facilitate  the 
establishmerd  of  a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife  management 
area.  The  lands  so  acquired  will  be  made  available  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  or  to  the  State  of  Texas  in  accordance 
with  established  administrative  procedures  pursuant  to  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (16  TJ.S.C.  661  el  seq.). 
The  acquisition  of  such  lands  may  be  deferred  until  such 
time  as  assurances  are  given,  satisfactory  to  the  Chief  of  En- 
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gineers,  that  a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife  management  area 
will  be  established. 

Sec.  215.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may,  when  he  determines  it 
to  be  in  the  pubic  interest,  enter  into  agreements  providing 
for  reimbursement  to  States  or  political  subdivisions  thereof 
for  work  to  be  performed  by  such  non-F  ederal  public  bodies 
at  water  resources  development  projects  authorized  for  con¬ 
struction  under  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Such  agreements  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  reimbursement  of  installation  costs  incurred  by  such 
entities  or  an  equivalent  reduction  in  the  contributions  they 
would  otherwise  be  required  to  make,  or  in  appropriate  cases, 
for  a  combination  thereof.  The  amount  of  Federal  reimburse¬ 
ment,  including  reductions  in  contributions,  for  a  single  proj¬ 
ect  shall  not  exceed  $1,000,000. 

(b)  Agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
(1)  fully  describe  the  work  to  be  accomplished  by  the  non- 
Federal  public  body,  and  be  accompanied  by  an  engineering 
plan  if  necessary  therefor ;  (2)  specif y  the  manner  in  which 
such  work  shall  be  carried  out;  (3)  provide  for  necessary 
review  of  design  and  plans,  and  inspection  of  the  work  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  or  his  designee;  (4)  state  the  basis  on 
which  the  amount  of  reimbursement  shall  be  determined ; 
(5)  state  that  such  reimbursement  shall  be  dependent  upon 
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the  appropriation  of  funds  applicable  thereto  or  funds  avail¬ 
able  therefor,  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other  pending 
projects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements ;  and  (6)  specify 
that  reimbursement  or  credit  for  non-Federal  installation 
expenditures  shall  apply  only  to  work  undertaken  on  Federal 
projects  after  project  authorization  and  execution  of  the  agree¬ 
ment,  and  does  not  apply  retroactively  to  past.  non-Federal 
work.  Each  such,  agreement  shall  expire  three  years  after  the 
date  on  which  it  is  executed  if  the  work  to  be  undertaken  by 
the  non-Federal  public  body  has  not  commenced  before  the 
expiration  of  that  period.  The  time  allowed  for  completion 
of  the  work  will  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and  stated  in  the 
agreement.. 

(c)  No  reimbursement  shall  be  made,  and  no  expendi¬ 
ture  shall  be  credited,  pursuant,  to  this  section,  unless  and 
until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  or  his  designee,  has  certified 
that  the  work  for  which  reimbursement  or  credit,  is  requested 
has  been  performed,  in  accordance  with  the  agreement. 

(d)  Reimbursement  for  work  commenced  by  non-Federal 
public  bodies  no  later  than  one  year  after  enactment  of  this 
section,  to  carry  out  or  assist  in  carrying  out  projects  for 
beach  erosion  control,  may  be  made  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  13,  1046,  as 
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amended  (33  U.S.C.  426f).  Reimbursement  for  such  work 
may,  as  an  alternative,  he  made  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  provided  that  agreement  required  herein 
shall  have  been  executed  prior  to  commencement  of  the  work. 
Expenditures  for  projects  for  beach  erosion  control  com¬ 
menced  by  non-F ederal  public  bodies  subsequent  to  one  year 
after  enactment  of  this  section  may  be  reimbursed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  only  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  (1)  as  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  United  States  to  assume  any  responsibilities  placed 
upon  a  non-F ederal  body  by  the  conditions  of  project  au¬ 
thorization,  or  (2)  as  committing  the  United '  States  to  re¬ 
imburse  non-F  ederal  interests  if  the  F  ederal  project  is  not 
undertaken  or  is  modified  so  as  to  make  the  work  performed 
by  the  non-F  ederal  public  body  no  longer  applicable. 

(f)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  allot  from 
any  appropriations  hereafter  made  for  civil  works,  not  to 
exceed  ■$ 10,000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  This  limitation  does  not  include 
specific  project  authorizations  providing  for  reimbursement . 

Sec.  216.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall,  without 
monetary  consideration,  extend  until  October  1,  1964,  the 
lights  described  in  this  section  which  were  reserved  until  July 
1,  1964,  to  any  former  owner  (including  his  heirs,  adminis- 
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trators,  executor's,  successors,  and  assigns)  of  the  subsurface 
estate  of  any  real  property  acquired  by  the  United  States 
in  connection  with  the  construction  of  the  Carlyle  Reservoir 
project  on  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois.  The  reserved  rights 
referred  to  in  this  section  are  more  particularly  described 
as  the  reservation  of  all  oil,  gas,  and  other  minerals  of  like 
fugacious  character,  together  with  rights  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  exploration,  development,  production,  and  removal 
thereof  within  the  Boulder  Oil  Field  and  restricted  to  section 
2  township  2  north,  range  2  west,  and  sections  34,  35,  and 
36  in  township  3  north,  range  2  west,  Clinton  County,  Illinois. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  to  such  persons  designated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  whose  rights  are  authorized,  to  be  extended 
by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  amount  of  money  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  represent  their 
respective  interests  in  royalty  payments  received  by  the 
United  States  for  the  authorized  three-month  extended 
period.  The  total  payments  so  made  shall  not  exceed  the  sum 
of  $6,401.16. 

Sec.  217.  (a)  No  provision  of  law  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  enacted  which  limits  the  number  of  persons  who  may 
be  appointed  as  full-time  civilian  employees,  or  temporary 


1 

2 

Q 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


86 


and  'part-time  employees,  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  shall  apply  to  employees  of  the  Tennessee  Val¬ 
ley  Authority  engaged  in  its  power  program  and  paid  ex¬ 
clusively  from  other  than  appropriated  funds.  In  applying 
any  such  provision  of  law  to  other  departments  and  agencies 
in  the  executive  branch,  the  number  of  such  employees  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  shall  not  be  taken  into  account. 

(b)  No  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit  expenditures 
and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  June  30, 
1969,  under  the  Budget  of  the  United  States  Government, 
shall  apply  to  expenditures  by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its  power  operations,  from 
the  sale  of  any  power  program  assets,  or  from  power  revenue 
bonds,  notes,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 

Sec.  218.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes,  including  channel  and  mafor  drainage  improve¬ 
ments,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  localities  specifically 
named  in  this  section.  After  the  regular  or  formed  reports 
made  on  any  survey  authorized  by  this  section  are  submitted 
to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  report  or  estimate 
shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secre- 
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tary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or 
survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Con¬ 
gress ,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the  national  defense  or  by 
changed  physical  or  economic  conditions. 

Burnett,  Crystal,  and  Scotts  Bays  and  vicinity,  Bay- 
town,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  drainage, 
and  related  water  and  land  resources,  including  specifi¬ 
cally  the  problems  of  general  subsidence  of  the  area  and 
flood  problems  created  thereby. 

Linville  Creek,  Caney  Creek  and  Tres  Palacious, 
Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control  and  related  pur¬ 
poses. 

Oso  Creek,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control  and 
related  purposes. 

Maddaket,  Smith’s  Point  and  Broad  Creek,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  hurricane  protect¬ 
ion,  navigation  and  related  purposes. 

Streams  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Spring  Moun¬ 
tain  Youth  Camp,  Spring  Mountain  Range,  Nevada,  in 
the  interest  of  flood  control,  bank  erosion  control,  and. 
allied  purposes. 

Virgin  River,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Bunkerville, 
Mesquite,  and  Riverside,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control,  bank  erosion  control,  and  allied  purposes. 
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Cuyahoga  River  from  Upper  Kent  to  Portage  Trail 
in  Cuyahoga  Falls,  Ohio,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control, 
pollution  abatement,  low  flow  regulation,  and  other  allied 
water  purposes. 

Kalihi  Stream,  Honolulu,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  219.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited,  as  the 
uFlood  Control  Act  of  1968" . 

TITLE  III— RIVER  BASIN  MONETARY 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  301.  That,  (a)  in  addition  to  previous  authoriza¬ 
tions,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  of  development  of 
each  river  basin  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  referred  to  in  the  first  column  below,  which  was 
basically  authorized  by  the  Act  referred  to  by  date  of  en¬ 
actment  in  the  second  column  below,  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  that  shown  opposite  such  river  basin  in  the  third 
column  below : 


Basin 


Act  of  Amount 
Congress 


Alabama-Coosa  River. . 

Arkansas  River..,. . 

Brazos  River _ 

Central  and  southern  Florida 

Columbia  River. . . 

Missouri  River . . . 

Ohio  River . . 

Ouachita  River _ 

San  Joaquin  River  . . 

South  Platte  River . 

Upper  Mississippi  River _ 

White  River _ 


Mar.  2,  191,5 
June  28, 19S8 
Sept.  8, 195/, 
June  SO,  191,8 
June  28, 1938 
June  28, 1988 
June  22,1986 
May  17,1950 
Dec.  22,191,1, 
May  17,1950 
June  28, 1938 
June  28, 1938 


$29,000,000 
108,000,000 
2,000,000 
16,000,000 
193,000,000 
38,000,000 
35,000,000 
10, 000,000 
17,000,000 
12,000,000 
6, 000, 000 
2,000,000 
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1  (b)  The  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 

2  this  section  shall  not  exceed  $ 466,000,000 . 

3  Sec.  302.  In  addition  to  the  previous  authorization,  the 

4  completion  of  the  system  of  flood  control  reservoirs  on  the 

5  West  Branch  Susquehanna  Fiver,  Pennsylvania,  authorized 

6  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is  hereby  authorized  at 

7  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,000 ,000 . 

8  Sec.  303.  Title  111  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 

9  uRiver  Basin  Monetary  Authorization  Act  of  1968,\ 

Passed  the  Senate  July  2,  1968. 

Attest:  EEANCIS  E.  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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13.  HOUSING.  Sen0  Moss  urged  the  conferees  to  restore  funds  cut  by  the  House /for 
public  housing  programs  for  the  aging,  p.  S8636 


14.  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS,,  Sen.  Pearson  spoke  in  support  of  legislation  to  estab¬ 
lish  <a 'commission  to  study  the  organization,  operation,  and  management  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and  to  recommend  changes  necessary  or 
desirableNln  the  interest  of  governmental  efficiency  and  economy/  pp.  S8620-2 


15.  TAXATION.  Ser/  Proxmire  expressed  concern  over  the  probability  that  semimonop- 

olistic  and  monopolistic  industries  will  raise  prices  thus/ ^'constituting  a 
super-surtax  on  \he  consumer."  p.  S8618 

Sen.  Hartke  inserted  an  article,  "Economic  Impact:  Proxmire  Says  Tax  In¬ 
crease  Bill  Will  Hurt  Economy."  pp.  S8626-7 

16.  ADJOURNED  until  Wed.,  j\ly  17.  p.  S8732 

HOUSE 


17.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the\conf erence  report/ on  H.  R.  18038,  the  legislative 

branch  appropriation  bill,  19o9  (H.  Rept.  1718).  pp.  H6519-20 

18.  RECLAMATION;  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Pas secl\without  amendment  S.  660,  to  grant  the  con¬ 

sent  of  Congress  to  a  Great  Lakes  B^.sin  Compact.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  President.  pp.  H6522-26 


Passed,  307-85,  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  3710,  to  authorize  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  for  navigation  and  flood  control,  pp.  H6563-81 

19.  EDUCATION.  Passed,  390-0,  under/uspension  df  the  rules  H.  R.  18366,  to  amend 
the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963.  pp.  Ho528-63 


20, 


FORESTRY.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  S.  2515',,  to  authorize  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  Calif,  was  parsed  under  suspension  of  the 
rules,  388-15,  and  returned  to  the  Senate  (p.  D681)\  House  debate  on  this  bill 
is  contained  on  pages  >16581-605  and  will  be  continuea\in  the  next  issue  of  the 
Record. 


(The  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  July  1S5  will  be  continued 
in  the  next  issud  of  the  Record.) 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

21.  COMMISSION./  H.  R.  18574  through  H.  R.  18578  by  Rep.  Roth  and  others,  to  estab¬ 

lish  the /Commission  for  the  improvement  of  Government  Management;  ti^  Government 
Operati/ns  Committee. 

22.  TAXATION;  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  18570  by  Rep.  Long,  Md.,  to  amend  section  20  of  the 
Revenue  and  Expendi ture  Control  Act  of  1968;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 


UTH  CORPS.  Ho  R»  18573  by  Rep.  Reuss  and  others,  to  encourage  the  involve¬ 
ment  of  youth  in  federally  financed  programs  and  projects;  to  Education/and 
Laopr  Committee. 


24.  TAXATION.  H.  R.  18580  by  Rep.  Rostenkowski ,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 

Code  of\1954  to  provide  a  basic  $5,000  exemption  from  income  tax  for  amounts 
received  \s  annuities,  pensions,  or  other  retirement  benefits;  fo  Ways  and 
Means  Committee. 

25.  U.  S. -MEXICO.  \S.  3777  by  Sen.  Sparkman,  to  establish  the  United  States  Section 

of  the  United  £>t#tes -Mexico  Commission  for  Border  Development  and  Friendship; 
to  Foreign  Relations  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  pp.  S8678-9 


26.  ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES.  S.  3780  by  Sen.  Hill,  to  establish  in  the  Department 

of  Health,  Education ,\and  Welfare  the  positions  of  Deputy  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare \nd  Under  Secretary  for  Hea^fth  and  Science;  to  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare  Committee. 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  JULY  16: 

Marketing  certificate  program  for  peanuts, 
Watershed  projects,  H.  Agriculture  ^exec) 
Road  authorization  bill,  conferees  (ekec). 
Housing  bill,  conferees  (exec) 


H.  Agriculture  (Godfrey  to  testify). 
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Byrne,  Pa. 

Hanna 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Vigorito 

Whitten 

Wyatt 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hansen,  Wash. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Waldie 

Widnall 

Wydler 

Cabell 

Hardy 

O’Konski 

Walker 

Wiggins 

Wylie 

CaHhl 

Harrison 

Olsen 

Wampler 

Williams,  Pa. 

Wyman 

Care\ 

Harsha 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Watkins 

Willis 

Yates 

Carter*. 

Harvey 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Watson 

Wilson,  Bob 

Young 

Casey  \ 

Hathaway 

Ottinger 

Watts 

Wilson, 

Zablocki 

Cederberg. 

Hawkins 

Passman 

Whalen 

Charles  H. 

Zion 

Cellar  \ 

Hays 

Patman 

Whalley 

Winn 

Zwach 

Chamberlain. 

Hebert 

Patten 

White 

Wolff 

Clancy  ' 

V  Hechler,  W.  Va.  Pelly 

Whiten  er 

Wright 

Clark 

\TIeckler,  Mass. 

Pepper 

NAYS— 0 

Clausen, 

llelstoski 

Perkins 

Don  H. 
Clawson,  Del 
Cleveland 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conte 
Corbett 
Corman 
Cowger 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtis 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Davis,  Ga. 
Davis,  Wis. 
Dawson 
Dellenback 
Denney 
Dent 

Derwinski 

Devine 

Dickinson 

Dingell 

Dole 

Donohue 

Dorn 

Dow 

Dowdy 

Downing 

Dulski 

Duncan 

Dwyer 

Eckhardt 

Edmondson 

Edwards,  Ala. 


i  dor  son 
Hiflcs 
Horten 
Hosme 
Howard 
Hull 
Hungate 
Hunt 
Hutchinson 
Ichord 
Irwin 
Jacobs 
Jarman 
Joelson 


Johnson,  Calif.  Quie 


Pettis 
Philbin 
Pickle 
Pike 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Podell 
Poff 
Pollock 
v Price,  Ill. 
^rice,  Tex. 

vor 
Puainski 
Purcell 


NOT  VOTING — 42 


Johnson,  Pa. 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Jones,  N.C. 
Karsten 
Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kee 

Keith 

King,  N.Y. 

Kirwan 

Kleppe 

Kluczynski 

Kupferman 

Kuykendall 

Kyi 

Kyros 

Laird 

Langen 

Latta 

Lennon 

Lipscomb 


Edwards,  Calif.  Lloyd 


Edwards,  La. 
Eilberg 
Erlenborn 
Esch 

Eshleman 
Evans,  Colo. 
Everett 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Findley 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flynt 
Foley 


Long,  Md. 
Lukens 
McCarthy 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McClure 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McDonald, 
Mich. 
McEwen 
McFall 
McMillan  ' 
Macdonald, 
Mass. 

MacGregor 


Ford,  Gerald  R.  Machen 


Ford, 

William  D. 


Mahon 
Mailliard 


Quillens 
Railsbaci 
Randall 
Rees 
Reid,  in. 

Reid,  N.Y. 
Reifel 
Reinecke 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Riegle 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Robison 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Ronan 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roudebush 

Roush 

Roybal 

Rumsfeld 

Ryan 

St  Germain 
St.  Onge 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Schadeberg 
Scherle 
Scheuer 
Schneebeli 
Schweiker 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Selden 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sikes 


Fountain 

Marsh 

Sisk  / 

Fraser 

Martin 

Skubitz  / 

Friedel 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Slack  / 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Mathias,  Md. 

Smith,  iCalif. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Matsunaga 

SmithtN.Y. 

Fuqua 

Mayne 

Smith,  Okla. 

Galifianakis 

Meeds 

Sn/der 

Garmatz 

Meskill 

Springer 

Gathings 

Michel 

.Stafford 

Gettys 

Miller,  Calif.  / 

'Staggers 

Gilbert 

Miller,  Ohio  / 

Stanton 

Gonzalez 

Mills  / 

Steed 

Goodell 

Minish  / 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Goodling 

Mink  / 

Stratton 

Gray 

Mize  / 

Stubblefield 

Green,  Oreg. 

Monacan 

Stuckey 

Green,  Pa. 

Montgomery 

Sullivan 

Griffin 

Moore 

Taft 

Griffiths 

Moorhead 

Talcott 

Gross 

Jworgan 

Taylor 

Grover  . 

/  Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Gubser  / 

Morse,  Mass. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Gude  / 

Morton 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Gurney  / 

Mosher 

Thompson,  N.J, 

Hagan  / 

Moss 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Haley  / 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Tier  nan 

Hall  / 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Tuck 

Hal  lack 

Myers 

Tunney 

HaJpern 

Natcher 

Udall 

Hamilton 

Nedzi 

Ullman 

Jlammer- 

Nelsen 

Van  Deerlin 

r  schmidt 

Nichols 

Vander  Jagt 

Hanley 

Nix 

Vanik 

Anderson, 

Gardner 

May 

Tenn. 

Giaimo 

Minshall 

Ashley 

Gibbons 

Rarick 

Blanton 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Resnick 

Boland 

Herlong 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Brock 

Holifield 

Ruppe 

Conyers 

Holland 

Sandman 

Culver 

Jonas 

Smith,  Iowa 

de  la  Gaza 

Kelly 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Delaney 

King,  Calif. 

Stephens 

Diggs 

Kornegay 

Tenzer 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Landrum 

Utt 

Fino 

Leggett 

Waggonner 

Frelin  ghuy  sen 

Long,  La. 

Gallagher 

Madden 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
lirs: 

Jr.  Waggonner  with  Mr.  Utt. 
in  Evins  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Julias 
MrSRhodes  of  Pennsylvania  with/Mr.  Fino. 
Mr.  Hblifield  with  Mr.  Minshall, 

Mr.  B&land  with  Mrs.  May. 

Mr.  GiaVmo  with  Mr.  Gardn; 

Mr.  Delaney  with  Mr.  FrelytghuySen. 

Mr.  CulverWlth  Mr.  Broi 
Mr.  Smith  Bf  Iowa  wijm  Mr.  Hansen  of 
Idaho. 

Mr.  Madden  wibh  Mj/  Sandman. 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Ruppe. 
Mr.  Blanton  wither.  Vander  Jagt. 

Mr.  Anderson  >of  Nfennessee  with  Mr. 
Steiger  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Ktonegay. 

Mr.  Tenzer  With  Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Ashlej/with  Mr.  Diggs' 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mrs.  Kell 
Mr.  Gajlagher  with  Mr.  Resnhdc, 

Mr.  J^ong  of  Louisiana  with\Mr.  de  la 
Garza^ 

M yt  Gibbons  with  Mr.  Rarick. 
lx.  Holland  with  Mr.  Stephens. 

’  The  result  of  the  vote  was  annoui 
''as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


?ed 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  members  be 
permitted  to  revise  and  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  in  connection  with  the  House  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.R.  18366,  the  Vocational 
Education  Amendments  of  1968. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 

RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD 
CONTROL  ACT  OF  1968 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  (S. 
3710)  authorizing  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  other  purposes, 
as  amended. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

S.  3710 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  im¬ 
provement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervi¬ 
sion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance 
with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
the  respective  reports  hereinafter  designated. 
The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 
first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 
plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental 
thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
full. 

NAVIGATION 

Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  265,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $616,000; 

Fall  River  Harbor,  Massachusetts  and 
Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Numbered 
175,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $8,762,000; 

Bristol  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  174,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated'cost  of  $873,000; 

Hempstead  Harbor,  New  York:  House 
Document  Numbered  101,  Ninetieth  Con- 
gresss,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $703,000; 

Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  South 
Carolina:  Senate  Document  Numbered  88, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$35,381,000; 

Miami  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  93,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $6,476,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to 
Tampa,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered 

- ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except  that  not  to 

exceed  $40,000,000  is  authorized  for  initiation 
of  such  project; 

Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene, 
Boeuf,  and  Black,  Louisiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  155,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $8,645,000; 

Red  River  Waterway,  Louisiana,  Texas, 
Arkansas,  and  Oklahoma:  House  Document 
Numbered  304,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except 
that  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  is  authorized 
for  initiation  of  such  project; 

Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud 
Canal,  Louisiana:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,300,000; 

Mississippi  River  Outlets,  Venice,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  House  Document  Numbered  ,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,520,000; 

Yazoo  River,  Mississippi.  House  Document 
Numbered  342,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $52,147,000. 

Corpus  Christi  Ship  Canal,  Texas:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,042,000; 

Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River,  Texas:  Sen- 
‘ate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000, 

Wilson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  112,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $198,000; 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  New  York: 
House  Document  Numbered  97,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,315,000; 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  New  York: 
House  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 
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Forestvllle  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  183,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $538,000; 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  189,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $466,000; 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Michigan: 
House  Document  Numbered  338,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $31,300,000; 

Snohomish  River  (Everett  Harbor) ,  Wash¬ 
ington:  House  Document  Numbered  .Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,- 
108,000; 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  California: 
House  Document  Number  330,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,430,000; 

Port  Hueneme,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,000,000; 

Ventura  Marina,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,540,000. 

San  Diego  Harbor,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $5,360,000; 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  70,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $l,760,0OQ; 

King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  13,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $522,000; 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  95,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,030,000; 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for 
Light  Draft  Vessels:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  353,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,256,000. 

BEACH  EROSION 

Brevard  County,  Florida:  House  docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  352,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  680,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  project  for  beach  erosion 
control,  Fort  Pierce,  Florida,  authorized  by 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat. 
1089,  1092)  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  84,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  construction  of  the  project  and 
periodic  nourishment  for  ten  years  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers.  In  addition  to  appli¬ 
cable  requirements  of  local  cooperation  set 
forth  in  the  aforementioned  report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  local  interests  shall, 
prior  to  construction,  give  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
they  will — 

(1)  contribute  in  cash,  either  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or 
in  installments  prior  to  the  start  of  perti¬ 
nent  work  items  in  accordance  with  construc¬ 
tion  or  nourishment  schedules,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  all  costs  of 
initial  construction  and  periodic  nourish¬ 
ment  for  ten  years  exclusive  of  costs  as¬ 
signed  to  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
aforementioned  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers;  and 

(2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  That  section  2  of  the  Act 
entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  Secretary 
of  War  to  sell  and  convey  to  the  town  of 
Marmet,  West  Virginia,  two  tracts  of  land 
to  be  used  for  municipal  purposes”,  ap¬ 
proved  July  8,  1942  (56  Stat.  651)  is  hereby 
amended  by  deleting  the  period  after  the 
words  “related  municipal  purposes”  and  in¬ 
serting  thereafter  the  phrase  “including  fire¬ 
fighting  facilities  and  structures”. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  issue  to  the  town  of 
Marmet,  West  Virginia,  without  monetary 
consideration  therefor,  such  written  instru¬ 
ments  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  That  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the 


Army  or  his  designee,  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  convey  to  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
hereinafter  stated,  and  to  such  other  terms 
and  conditions  hereinafter  stated,  and  to 
such  other  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall 
deem  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in 
and  to  certain  real  property,  together  with 
improvements  thereon,  located  at  Ohio  River 
locks  and  dams  numbered  16,  19,  20,  and  21 
in  West  Virginia  as  described  in  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section.  No  property  shall  be  con¬ 
veyed  under  authority  of  this  section  until 
these  locks  and  dams  have  been  determined 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Department  of  the  Army 
and  suitable  replacement  facilities  are  in  op¬ 
eration  under  the  Ohio  River  navigation 
modernization  program.  The  Secretary  may 
make  such  prior  disposition  of  such  facili¬ 
ties  and  improvements  on  such  lands  as  he 
deems  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  real  property  authorized  for  con¬ 
veyance  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
comprise  all  or  portions  of  such  lands  and 
improvements  as  may  be  determined  excess 
of  four  lock  and  dam  projects,  on  the  Ohio 
River  in  the  State  of  West  Virginia  and 
designated  as,  number  16  (Willow  Island 
Pool)  in  Tyler  County,  numbers  19  and  20 
(Belleville  Pool)  in  Wood  County,  and  num¬ 
ber  21  (Racine  Pool)  in  Jackson  County.  The 
exact  descriptions  and  acreage  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  by  accurate  surveys, 
the  cost  of  which  is  to  be  borne  by  the  State 
of  West  Virginia. 

(c)  The  conveyance  authorized  herein 
shall  provide  that  said  property  shall  be  used 
only  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes 
and  such  other  uses  directly  related  to  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  West  Virginia  Department  of 
Natural  Resources,  and  if  it  ever  ceases  to  be 
used  for  such  purposes,  title  to  said  property 
shall  immediately  revert  to  the  United  States. 
Any  deed  of  conveyance  shall  also  be  subject 
to  and  include  the  following  additional  terms 
and  conditions: 

(1)  The  State  of  West  Virginia  shall  pay 
the  United  States  as  consideration  for  the 
conveyance  50  per  centum  of  the  current  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(2)  There  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United 
States  such  flowage  easements  and  rights- 
of-way  for  roads  and  utility  lines  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  may  be  required  for  other 
navigation  projects. 

(3)  Such  other  restrictions,  terms,  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United 
States. 

(d)  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  convey¬ 
ances  referred  to  herein  shall  be  covered  into 
the  United  States  Treasury  as  miscellaneous 
receipts. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  convey,  without  monetary  con¬ 
sideration,  to  the  city  of  Buffalo,  New  York, 
all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  certain  real  property  under¬ 
lying  Lake  Erie  containing  approximately 
46.01  acres  and  more  particularly  described 
in  subjection  (b)  of  this  section,  on  condi¬ 
tion  that  such  real  property  be  used  for 
public  park  and  recreational  development 
purposes  and  if  such  property  shall  ever 
cease  to  be  used  for  such  purposes,  title 
thereto  shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this 
section  is  more  particularly  described  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(1)  Parcel  E. — Beginning  at  the  point  of 
intersection  of  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  39 
prolonged  and  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  as 
established  in  1846,  which  point  bears  south 
68  degrees  28  minutes  west,  a  distance  of  140 
feet,  more  or  less,  from  United  States  Mon¬ 
ument  numbered  7,  which  monument  is  the 


southeasterly  corner  of  the  said  outer  lot 
39; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  with 
the  established  harbor  line  1,140  feet,  more 
or  less,  to  the  said  harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  habor  line 
1,310  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  inter¬ 
section  of  said  harbor  line  :.nd  a  line  at  right 
angles  thereto  passing  through  the  point  of 
intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in 
1846  and  a  line  330  feet  northerly  at  right 
angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line 
of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with 
said  harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to 
the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline 
of  Lake  Erie  1,320  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the 
point  of  beginning  containing  34.04  acres, 
more  or  less. 

(2)  Parcel  C-B. — Beginning  at  the  point 
of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie 
with  the  northerly  line  of  land  deeded  to  the 
United  States  Government,  October  21,  1846, 
said  line  also  extending  in  a  due  east  and 
west  direction  and  passing  through  the  north¬ 
west  comer  of  outer  lot  36  (United  States 
Monument  No.  2),  said  point  of  beginning 
being  also  480  feet,  more  or  less,  west  of 
the  said  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline 
of  Lake  Erie  in  1846  a  distance  of  470  feet, 
more  or  less,  to  the  intersection  with  a  line 
330  feet  northly  at  right  angles  from  and 
parallel  with  the  south  line  of  lot  36,  said 
line  being  also  the  north  line  of  lands  deeded 
to  the  United  States  Government,  September 
25,  1847; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  to  es¬ 
tablished  harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less, 
to  the  established  harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor 
line  465  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of 
intersection  of  said  harbor  and  a  line  at 
right  angles  thereto  passing  through  the 
point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  and  the  line  extending  in  a 
due  east  and  west  direction  and  passing 
through  the  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  easterly  at  right  angles  to  estab¬ 
lished  harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to 
the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846,  which  is 
the  above  referenced  point  of  beginning,  con¬ 
taining  11.97  acres,  more  or  less. 

(c)  Any  deed  of  conveyance  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  shall  reserve  to  the 
United  States,  for  a  period  not  to  exceed 
seven  years,  the  right  to  use  such  lands  for  a 
spoil  disposal  area  for  materials  dredged  from 
the  Buffalo  Harbor  Project,  including  the 
right  to  place  structures  thereon  and  to  per¬ 
form  all  other  actions  incident  to  such  use, 
together  with  the  rights  of  ingress  and  egress 
thereto.  Such  deed  shall  contain  such  addi¬ 
tional  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
be  necessary  to  protect  the  interest  of  the 
United  States. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army,  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  shall  make  an 
appraisal  investigation  and  study,  including 
a  review  of  any  previous  relevant  studies  and 
reports,  of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific 
coasts  of  the  United  States,  the  coasts  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the 
shorelines  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including 
estuaries  and  bays  thereof,  for  the  purpose 
.of  (1)  determining  areas  along  such  coasts 
and  shorelines  where  significant  erosion  oc¬ 
curs;  (2)  identifying  those  areas  where  ero¬ 
sion  presents  a  serious  problem  because  the 
rate  of  erosion,  considered  in  conjunction 
with  economic,  industrial,  recreational,  agri¬ 
cultural,  navigational,  demographic,  ecolog¬ 
ical,  and  other  relevant  factors,  indicates 
that  action  to  halt  such  erosion  may  be 
justified;  (3)  describing  generally  the  most 
suitable  type  of  remedial  action  for  those 
areas  that  have  a  serious  erosion  problem; 

(4)  providing  preliminary  cost  estimates  for 
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such  remedial  action;  (5)  recommending 
priorities  among  the  serious  problem  areas 
for  action  to  stop  erosion;  (6)  providing 
State  and  local  authorities  with  information 
and  recommendations  to  assist  the  crea¬ 
tion  and  implementation  of  State  and  local 
coast  and  shoreline  erosion  programs;  (7) 
developing  recommended  guidelines  for  land 
use  regulation  in  coastal  areas  taking  into 
consideration  all  relevant  factors;  and  (8) 
identifying  coastal  areas  where  title  uncer¬ 
tainty  exists.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
submit  to  the  Congress  as  soon  as  practica¬ 
ble,  but  not  later  than  three  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of 
such  appraisal  investigation  and  study,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  recommendations.  The  views 
of  concerned  local,  State,  and  Federal  authori¬ 
ties  and  interests  will  be  taken  into  account 
in  making  such  appraisal  investigation  and 
study. 

(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000, 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  107.  That  the  projects  for  the  Illinois 
Waterway  and  Grand  Calumet  River,  Illinois 
and  Indiana  (Calumet-Sag  navigation  proj¬ 
ect)  ,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  July  24,  1946,  are  hereby  modified 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  45,  Eighty-fifth 
Congress,  insofar  as  such  recommendations 
apply  to  existing  highway  bridges  in  Part 
H:  Grand  Calumet  River  and  Indiana  Har¬ 
bor  Canal,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $33,265,000. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Steele  Bayou  in  Warren,  Is¬ 
saquena,  Sharkey,  and  Washington  Counties, 
Mississippi,  Washington  Bayou,  in  Issaquena 
and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  are 
hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigable  within 
the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  project  for  navigation  on  Steele 
Bayou,  Washington  Bayou,  and  Lake  Wash¬ 
ington,  authorized  by  the  Rivers  and  Har¬ 
bors  Acts  of  July  5,  1884,  August  5,  1886,  and 
June  25,  1910,  is  hereby  deauthorized. 

Sec.  109.  Section  313  of  the  Act  approved 
October  27,  1965  (79  Stat.  1073),  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  date  “June  30,  1968”  and 
substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1969”. 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  review  the  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation  for  the  Ouachita 
and  Black  Rivers  navigation  projects,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended,  with  particular  reference  to  Fed¬ 
eral  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing,  and  he 
shall  report  the  findings  of  such  review  to 
Congress  within  one  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  111.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  investigate,  study,  and  construct 
projects  for  the  prevention  or  mitigation  of 
shore  damages  attributable  to  Federal  naviga¬ 
tion  works.  The  cost  of  installing,  operating, 
and  maintaining  such  projects  shall  be  borne 
entirely  bythe  United  States.  No  such  proj¬ 
ect  shall  be  constructed  without  specific  au¬ 
thorization  by  Congress  if  the  estimated  first 
cost  exceeds  $1,000,000. 

Sec.  112.  Section  111  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  1417)  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(g)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
conduct  a  study  of  those  areas  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Washington  Channel  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  suitable  for  public  visitor  park¬ 
ing  facilities.  Such  study  shall,  among  others, 
consider  existing  and  future  visitation,  mul¬ 
tiple  and  alternative  areas,  methods  for  pro¬ 
viding  such  facilities,  and  estimated  costs 
and  revenues  to  be  derived  therefrom.  Not 
later  than  one  hundred  and  eighty  days  after 
the  date  funds  are  appropriated  to  carry  out 
such  study,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to 
the  President  and  Congress  a  report  thereon 


together  with  his  recommendations,  includ¬ 
ing  necessary  legislation,  if  any.  There  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed 
$100,000  to  carry  out  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  113.  Those  portions  of  the  East  and 
Hudson  Rivers  in  New  York  County,  State 
of  New  York,  lying  shoreward  of  a  line  with¬ 
in  the  United  States  Pierhead  Line  as  it 
exists  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  and  bounded  on  the  north  by  the  north 
side  of  Spring  Street  extended  westerly  and 
the  south  side  of  Robert  W.  Wagner,  Senior 
Place  extended  eastwardly,  are  hereby  de¬ 
clared  to  be  nonnavigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  This  declaration 
shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the  above- 
described  area  which  are  bulkheaded  and 
filled.  Plans  for  bulkheading  and  filling  shall 
be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on 
the  basis  of  engineering  studies  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  location  and  structural  stability 
of  the  bulkheading  and  filling  in  order  to 
preserve  and  maintain  the  remaining  navi¬ 
gable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall  reim¬ 
burse  the  Federal  Government  for  any  en¬ 
gineering  costs  incurred  under  this  section. 

Sec.  114.  That  portion  of  the  Northern 
Embarcadero  area,  beginning  at  the  inter¬ 
section  of  the  northwesterly  line  of  Bryant 
Street  with  the  southwesterly  line  of  Spear 
Street,  which  intersection  lies  on  the  line  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Au¬ 
thority;  following  thence  westerly  and 
northerly  along  said  line  of  jurisdiction  as 
described  in  the  State  of  California  Harbor 
and  Navigation  Code  Section  1770,  as 
amended  in  1961,  to  its  intersection  with 
the  easterly  line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  pro¬ 
duced  northerly;  thence  northerly  along 
said  easterly  line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  pro¬ 
duced  to  its  intersection  with  the  United 
States  Government  pierhead  line;  thence 
following  said  pierhead  line  easterly  and 
southerly  to  its  intersection  with  the  north¬ 
westerly  line  of  Bryant  Street  produced 
northeasterly;  thence  southwesterly  along 
said  northwesterly  line  of  Bryant  Street  pro¬ 
duced  to  the  point  of  beginning,  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  nonnavigable  waters  within 
the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby 
given  for  the  filling  in  of  all  and/or  any 
part  of  the  described  area.  This  declaration 
shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the  above- 
described  area  which  are  bulkheaded  and 
filled.  Plans  fbr  bulkheading  and  filling  shall 
be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on 
the  basis  of  engineering  studies  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  location  and  structural  stabilty 
of  the  bulkheading  and  filling  in  order  to 
preserve  and  maintain  the  remaining  navi¬ 
gable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall  reim¬ 
burse  the  Federal  Government  for  any  en¬ 
gineering  costs  incurred  under  this  section. 

Sec.  115.  That  portion  of  the  Northwest 
Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River  located  gen¬ 
erally  south  of  Pratt  Street,  east  of  Light 
Street,  north  of  Key  Highway,  in  the  city 
of  Baltimore,  State  of  Maryland,  and  being 
more  particularly  described  as  all  of  that 
portion  of  the  Northwest  Branch  of  the 
Patapsco  River  lying  west  of  a  series  of  lines 
beginning  at  the  point  formed  by  the  inter¬ 
section  of  the  south  side  of  Pratt  Street, 
as  now  laid  out,  and  the  west  side  of  Pier 
3  and  running  thence  binding  on  the  west 
side  of  Pier  3,  south  04  degrees  19  minutes 
47  seconds  east  726.59  feet  to  the  southwest 
corner  of  Pier  3;  thence  crossing  the  North¬ 
west  Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River,  south 
23  degrees  01  minutes  15  seconds  west  855.36 
feet  to  the  point  formed  by  the  intersection 
of  the  existing  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line 
and  the  east  side  of  Battery  Avenue,  last  said 
point  of  intersection  being  the  end  of  the 
first  line  of  the  fourth  parcel  of  land  con¬ 
veyed  by  J.  and  F.  Realty,  Incorporated  to 
Allegheny  Pepsi-Cola  Bottling  Company  by 


deed  dated  December  22,  1965,  and  recorded 
among  the  Land  Record  of  Baltimore  City 
in  Liber  J.  F.  C.  numbered  2006  folio  345, 
the  location  of  said  pierhead  and  bulkhead 
line  is  based  upon  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
Baltimore  District,  Baltimore,  Maryland, 
coordinate  value  for  station  LIV  of  said  pier¬ 
head  and  bulkhead  line,  the  coordinate  value 
as  referred  to  the  Lambert  grid  plane  coor¬ 
dinate  system  for  the' State  of  Maryland  of 
said  station  LIV  being  east  2,111,161.40, 
north  527,709.27  and  thence  binding  on  the 
east  side  of  Battery  Avenue,  south  03  degrees 
09  minutes  07  seconds  east  568  feet,  more 
or  less,  to  intersect  the  north  side  of  Key 
Highway  as  now  laid  out  and  located  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable 
stream  of  the  United  States  within  the 
meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given 
for  the  filling  in  of  all  and  or  any  part  of 
the  described  area. 

Sec.  116.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  remove  from 
the  Potomac  River  and  to  destroy  the  aban¬ 
doned  ships,  ships’  hulls,  and  pilings,  located 
in  Mallow’s  Bay,  between  Sandy  Point  and 
Liverpool  Point,  Charles  County,  Maryland, 
and  at  Wide  Water,  south  of  Quantlco,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  any  other  abandoned  ships  for¬ 
merly  among  those  in  Mallow’s  Bay  or  at 
Wide  Water  which  have  drifted  from  those 
locations.  Local  interests  shall  contribute  50 
percent  of  the  cost  of  such  work. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  carry  out  this, 
section,  not  to  exceed  $175,000. 

Sec.  117.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
is  hereby  authorized  to  maintain  authorized 
river  and  harbor  projects  in  excess  of  author¬ 
ized  project  depths  where  such  excess  depths 
have  been  provided  by  the  United  States  for 
defense  purposes  and  whenever  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  determines  that  such  waterways 
also  serve  essential  needs  of  general  com¬ 
merce. 

Sec.  118.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  creating  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge 
Commission  and  authorizing  said  commis¬ 
sion  and  its  successors  to  acquire  by  pur¬ 
chase  or  condemnation  and  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  Clin¬ 
ton,  Iowa,  at  or  near  Fulton,  Illinois”,  ap¬ 
proved  December  21,  1944,  as  revised,  amend¬ 
ed,  and  reenacted,  is  hereby  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  “(a)”  immediately  after  “Sec.  5.”  and 
by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section  the 
following  new  subsection : 

“(b)  In  addition  to  the  method  of  pay¬ 
ment  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  commission  and  its  successors  and 
assigns  are  hereby  authorized  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  dismantling  one 
bridge  and  of  constructing  as  a  replace¬ 
ment  therefor  a  new  bridge  (including  nec¬ 
essary  approaches  and  approach  highways) 
either  entirely  from  a  construction  fund  cre¬ 
ated  in  accordance  with  section  6  of  this 
Act  or  from  both  such  construction  fund 
and  from  bonds  issued  and  sold  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.  The  cost  of  any  bridge  constructed  un¬ 
der  this  subsection  (together  with  ap¬ 
proaches  and  approach  highways)  shall  in¬ 
clude  all  costs  and  expenses  included  in  the 
case  of  a  bridge  constructed  under  author¬ 
ity  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  (includ¬ 
ing  its  approaches  and  approach  highways).” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  6  of  such 
Act  of  December  21,  1944,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and 
the  following:  "and,  if  the  Commission  de¬ 
termines  it  advisable  to  do  so,  to  provide 
a  construction  fund  specifically  to  pay  the 
cost  of  dismantling  one  bridge  and  con¬ 
structing  a  new  bridge  to  replace  it  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of 
this  Act.” 

(c)  Section  6  of  such  Act  of  December 

21,  1944,  is  further  amended  by  adding 
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immediately  following  the  third  sentence 
of  such  section  the  following  new  sentence: 
"If  no  bonds  or  notes  are  outstanding  or  if 
a  sinking  fund  specifically  for  payment  of 
all  outstanding  bonds  and  notes  shall  have 
been  provided,  the  remainder  of  such  tolls 
may,  if  the  Commission  determines  it  ad¬ 
visable  to  do  so,  be  placed  in  a  construc¬ 
tion  fund  for  use  in  accordance  with  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  8  of  such  Act  of  December  21, 
1944,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately 
after  "solely  for  that  purpose,”  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “and  after  any  bridge  constructed  un¬ 
der  authority  of  section  5(b)  of  this  Act 
shall  have  been  paid  for,  or  sufficient  funds 
are  available  in  the  construction  fund  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  6  to  pay  for  such  bridge,”. 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  inapplicable  insofar  as  they  au¬ 
thorize  the  construction  of  a  bridge  or 
bridges  unless  actual  construction  thereof  is 
commenced  within  five  years  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  section  and  such  con¬ 
struction  is  completed  by  January  1,  1980. 

Sec.  119.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations 
and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of 
section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1950: 

Back  River,  Maryland,  from  Chesapeake 
Bay  to  the  city  of  Baltimore’s  waste  water 
treatment  plants. 

Savannah  and  Tennessee  Rivers,  with  a 
view  to  determining  the  advisability  of  pro¬ 
viding  a  waterway  connecting  the  rivers  by 
canals  and  appurtenant  facilities  and  a 
waterway  connecting  Charleston  and  Port 
Royal,  South  Carolina,  with  the  lower  Sa¬ 
vannah  River. 

Lake  Superior,  with  a  view  to  determining 
the  advisability  of  a  waterway  connecting 
the  lake  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

Sec.  120.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1968”. 

TABLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved 
June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 
(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress),  shall  apply  to  all  works  author¬ 
ized  in  this  title  except  that  for  any  chan¬ 
nel  improvement  or  channel  rectification 
project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall 
apply  thereto,  except  as  otherwise  provided 
by  law.  The  authorization  for  any  flood  con¬ 
trol  project  herein  authorized  by  this  Act 
requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five 
years  from  the  date  on  which  local  interests 
are  notified  in  writing  by"  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  his  designee  of  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation,  unless  said  interests 
6hall  within  said  time  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  required  cooperation  will  be 
furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  Section  1  of  the 
Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Num¬ 
bered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second 
session)  ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  proce¬ 
dures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans, 
proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for 
irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto 
shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  if  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter 
designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set 
forth  therein.  The  necessary  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  and  preliminary  work  may  be  prose¬ 


cuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this  title 
with  funds  from  appropriations  hereafter 
made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for 
rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  The  projects  authorized  in  this  title 
shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prose¬ 
cuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent  with 
budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and  other 
Similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future 
use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  pow¬ 
er  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized 
in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  when  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission. 

LOWER  CHARLES  RIVER,  MASSACHUSETTS' 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Lower 
Charles  River,  Massachusetts,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$18,620,000. 

CONNECTICUT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Beaver  Brook,  New  Hampshire, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
68,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,185,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Park 
River,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  43,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $30,300,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Nor¬ 
walk  River,  Connecticut  and  New  York,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
51,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,700,000. 

DELAWARE-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  along  the  Delaware 
Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen  to  Fenwick  Island, 
at  the  Delaware-Maryland  State  Line,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
90,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $5,584,000. 

RAPPAHANNOCK  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Salem  Church  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Rappahannock  River,  Virginia,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  37, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$79,500,000. 

CAPE  FEAR  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Randleman  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Deep  River,  North  Carolina,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
343,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $19,463,000. 

The  project  for  the  Howards  Mill  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Deep  River,  North  Carolina,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief, 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
343,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $12,460,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  beach  erosion  control  and 
hurricane  flood  protection  of  Dade  County, 
Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  335,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $11,805,000. 
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HILLSBOROUGH  BAY,  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  on  Hillsborough  Bay,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
313,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,909,000,  except  that  construction  of  the 
barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay  shall  not  be 
undertaken  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  com¬ 
pletes  further  detailed  studies  covering  re¬ 
lated  water  resource  problems,  including  a 
comprehensive  model  study  of  the  entire 
Tampa  Bay  area,  and' until  sixty  days  after 
the  date  of  submission  of  a  report  on  such 
studies  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  Central  and  Southern  Flori¬ 
da,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
June  30,  1948,  is  further  modified  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document - ,  Nine¬ 

tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,- 
072,000,  and  in  accordance  with  House  Docu¬ 
ment  - ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  es¬ 

timated  cost  of  $58,182,000. 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Tallahala  Creek  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Tallahala  Creek,  Mississippi, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
143,  Ninetieth  Congress,  to  an  estimated  cost 
of  $16,360,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  534) ,  as 
amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  items : 

(1)  The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River 
Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  15,  1936 
(Public  Law  74-678),  as  modified  by  subse¬ 
quent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1965.  Public  Law  89-298  is 
hereby  further  modified  to  provide  that  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the 
improvements  authorized  in  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1965,  shall  conform  to  those  re¬ 
quirements  for  local  cooperation  in  the  Saint 
Francis  River  Basin  authorized  in  previous 
Acts  of  Congress,  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  11,  Ninetieth  Congress. 

(2)  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and 
Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon  Basin  to  di¬ 
vert  flows  that  would  otherwise  enter  Lake 
Chicot,  Arkansas,  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
168,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $15,240,000,  except  that  prior  to  ini¬ 
tiation  of  construction  of  the  project,  local 
interests  shall  agree  that  no  fees  shall  be 
charged  for  admission  to  Lake  Chicot  and  to 
public  recreation  areas  adoining  Lake  Chicot 
and  that  user  fees  at  such  lake  and  areas 
shall  be  devoted  to  recreation  purposes. 

(3)  Improvements  in  the  Belle  Fountain 
ditch  and  tributaries,  Missouri,  and  Drain¬ 
age  District  Number  17,  Arkansas,  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  339,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,638,000. 

WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crooked 
Creek  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Harrison, 
Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  28,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,840,000. 

BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Aquilla  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Aquilla  Creek,  Texas  is  hereby  au- 
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thorized  substantially  In  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  52, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,612,000. 

NAVASOTA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Navasota  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  341,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  except  that  Navasota  Numbered  2 
Reservoir  shall  be  constructed  first  and  there 
is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $55,487,000  for  construction  of  such 
Reservoir. 

CLEAR  CREEK,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Clear 
Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  351,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,600,000. 

PECAN  BAYOU,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pecan 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  350,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,861,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  at 
Texas  City  and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  187, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$10,990,000. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mississippi  River  from  Cassville,  Wisconsin, 
to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  348,  Ninetieth  Congress 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $21,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  State 
Road  and  Ebner  Coulees,  city  of  La  Crosse 
and  Shelby  Township,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  — , 
Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,849,000. 

RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
South  Branch  of  the  Wild  Rice  River  and 
Felton  Ditch,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  98, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,230,000. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Ohio  River  in  Southwestern  Jefferson  Coun¬ 
ty,  Kentucky,  Is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  340,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Utica  Dam  and 
Reservoir  and  flood  protection  at  Newark, 
Licking  River  Basin,  Ohio,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  337,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,953,000. 

WABASH  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  related 
purposes  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin,  Indiana, 
Illinois,  and  Ohio  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  96,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  except  that  Big  Walnut  Reservoir 
is  authorized  in  accordance  with  the  plan  for 


such  project  set  forth  in  report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  such  Document,  and  not  to 
exceed  $37,100,000  is  authorized  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  reservoir. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Bear  Creek  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  South  Platte  River,  Colorado,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  87,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $32,314,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big 
Sioux  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Sioux 
City,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  94, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,750,000.  With  respect  to  that  portion  of 
the  project  above  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  approved 
in  accordance  with  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  199,  Eighty-eight  Congress,  in  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89- 
298),  there  shall  be  mutual  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota 
on  a  flood  control  plan  and  a  plan  for  miti¬ 
gation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  respect 
to  said  portion  within  one  year  and  three 
months  following  completion  of  the  reservoir 
study  for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux 
River  and  the  Rock  River  now  underway  and 
receipt  of  copies  of  said  report  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South 
Dakota.  If  said  mutual  agreement  is  not 
reached  within  said  time,  approval  of  said 
flood  control  plan  and  plan  for  mitigation 
of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  shall  be  made  by 
a  committee  consisting  of  one  representative 
each  appointed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the 
Secretary  of  Interior,  and  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other 
purposes  in  the  Papillion  Creek  Basin,  Ne¬ 
braska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  349,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $26,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Davids  Creek  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Nishnabotna  River,  Iowa,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  142, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,040,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  on  the  Little  Blue  River  in  the 
vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  169, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$38,492,000. 

The  second  paragraph  under  the  heading 
“Missouri  River  Basin”  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  authorizing  additional  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  prosecution  of  comprehensive 
plans  for  certain  river  basins”,  approved  De¬ 
cember  30,  1963  (77  Stat.  840),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  the  Missouri  River 
Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
June  28,  1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
is  further  modified  to  include  such  bank  pro¬ 
tection  or  rectification  works  at  or  below  the 
Garrison  Reservoir  as  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  may  be  found  necessary,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,040,000.” 

JORDAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Salt  Lake  City  Streams,  Utah,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  53, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$22,664,000. 


SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Feather  Raver  at  Chester,  California,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  314, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$940,000. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection,  and  other 
purposes  on  Cucamonga  Creek,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
323,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $26,300,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  Alhambra 
Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  336,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000. 

MAD  RIVER,  CALIFORNIA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Mad 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  — ,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $38,600,000. 

SWEETWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Sweet¬ 
water  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,900,000. 

TANANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  in  the  Ta- 
nana  River  Basin  in  the  vicinity  of  Fairbanks, 
‘Alaska,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  89,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  es¬ 
timated  cost  of  $111,700,000. 

IAO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other 
purposes  on  Iao  Stream,  Hawaii,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  151, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,660,000. 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author¬ 
ized  to  provide  such  school  facilities  as  he 
may  deem  necessary  for  the  education  of 
dependents  of  persons  engaged  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Dworshak  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  project,  Idaho,  and  to  pay  for  the  same 
from  any  funds  available  for  such  project. 
When  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  the  Secretary,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  may  enter  into  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements  with  local  and  Federal 
agencies  for  the  operation  of  such  Govern¬ 
ment  facilities,  for  the  expansion  of  local 
facilities  at  Federal  expense,  and  for  con¬ 
tributions  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
cover  the  increased  cost  to  local  agencies 
of  providing  the  educational  services  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Government. 

Sec.  205.  The  project  for  flood  protection 
at  Ironton,  Ohio,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  is  hereby 
modified  so  as  to  provide  for  the  installation 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  aluminum  closure 
structures  at  gates  numbered  10,  17,  and 
18,  located  at  Second  and  Orchard  Streets, 
Second  Street  west  of  Storms  Creek,  and 
Second  and  Ellison  Streets,  respectively  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $58,000. 

Sec.  206.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first 
proviso  in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  riv¬ 
ers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control. 
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and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  July  3, 
1958  (72  Stat.  305),  the  authorization  in 
section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah,  shall 
expire  on  April  16,  1972,  unless  local  in¬ 
terests  shall  before  such  date  furnish  as¬ 
surances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation  in 
such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  207.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first 
proviso  in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled  ‘‘An 
Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  riv¬ 
ers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  July  3, 
1958  (72  Stat.  305),  the  authorization  in 
section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Pecos  River  at  Carlsbad, 
New  Mexico,  shall  expire  on  May  19,  1972,  un¬ 
less  local  interests  shall  before  such  date 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local  co¬ 
operation  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  208.  The  project  for  flood  protection 
on  the  Gila  River  below  Painted  Rock  Reser¬ 
voir,  Arizona,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180,  1190),  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  116,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that 
local  cooperation  shall  consist  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  that,  prior  to  construction,  local 
interests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will:  (1) 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  $700,000,  to  be 
paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to 
the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  construction  schedules,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  except  that 
the  reasonable  value,  as  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  of  any  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  furnished  by 
the  local  interests  shall  be  deducted  from  the 
required  cash  contribution;  (2)  Hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  (3)  Maintain  and 
operate  all  works  after  completion  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  209.  (a)  Whenever  any  State,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local 
government,  or  any  nonprofit  incorporated 
body  organized  or  chartered  under  the  law 
of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located,  or  any 
nonprofit  association  or  combination  of  such 
bodies,  agencies  or  instrumentalities,  shall 
undertake  to  secure  any  lands  or  interests 
therein  as  a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  fami¬ 
lies,  individuals,  and  business  concerns  dis¬ 
placed  by  a  river  and  harbor  improvement, 
flood  control  or  other  water  resource  project 
duly  authorized  by  Congress,  and  when  it 
has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  the  State  is  unable  to  acquire 
necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands  or  is  un¬ 
able  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in 
lands  with  sufficient  promptness,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  upon  the  request  of  the  Governor  of  the 
State  in  which  such  site  is  located,  and  after 
consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State, 
interstate,  regional,  and  local  departments 
and  agencies,  is  authorized,  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States  and  prior  to  the  approval  of 
title  by  the  Attorney  General,  to  acquire, 
enter  upon,  and  take  possession  of  such  lands 
or  interests  in  lands  by  purchase,  donation, 
condemnation  or  otherwise  in  accordance 
with  the  laws  of  the  United  States  (including 
the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421) ). 
All  expenses  of  said  acquisition  and  any 
award  that  may  be  made  under  a  condemna¬ 
tion  proceeding,  including  costs  of  examina¬ 
tion  and  abstract  of  title,  certificate  of  title, 
appraisal,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incident 
to  acquisition,  shall  be  paid  by  such  State 
or  body,  agency,  or  instrumentality.  Pending 
such  payment,  the  Secretary  may  expend 
from  any  funds  hereafter  appropriated  for 
the  project  occasioning  such  acquisition  such 


sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
section.  To  secure  payment,  the  Secretary 
may  require  any  such  State  or  agency,  body, 
or  instrumentality  to  execute  a  proper  bond 
in  such  amount  as  he  may  deem  necessary 
before  acquisition  is  commenced.  Any  sums 
paid  to  the  Secretary  by  any  such  State  or 
agency,  body  or  instrumentality  shall  be  de¬ 
posited  in  the  Treasury  to  the  credit  of  the 
appropriation  for  such  project. 

(b)  No  acquisition  shall  be  undertaken  un¬ 
der  the  authority  of  this  section  unless  the 
Secretary  has  determined,  after  consultation 
with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governmental  agencies  that  (1)  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  site  is  necessary  in  order  to  alle¬ 
viate  hardships  to  displaced  persons;  (2)  the 
location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  develop¬ 
ment  in  relation  to  present  or  potential 
sources  of  employment;  and  (3)  a  plan  for 
development  of  the  site  has  been  approved  by 
appropriate  local  governmental  authorities 
in  the  area  or  community  in  which  such  site 
is  located. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized 
and  directed  by  proper  deed,  executed  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States,  to  convey  any 
lands  or  interests  in  land  acquired  in  any 
State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  to 
the  State,  or  such  public  or  private  nonprofit 
body,  agency,  or  institution  in  the  State  as 
the  Governor  may  prescribe,  upon  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the 
Secretary,  the  Governor,  and  the  agency  to 
which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

Sec.  210.  No  entrance  or  admission  fees 
shall  be  collected  after  March  31,  1970,  by  any 
officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States  at 
public  recreation  areas  located  at  lakes  and 
reservoirs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  United  States  Army.  User  fees 
at  these  lakes  and  reservoirs  shall  be  col¬ 
lected  by  officers  and  employees  of  the  United 
States  only  from  users  of  highly  developed 
facilities  requiring  continuous  presence  of 
personnel  for  maintenance  and  supervision 
of  the  facilities,  and  shall  not  be  collected 
for  access  to  or  use  of  water  areas,  undevel¬ 
oped  or  lightly  developed  shoreland,  picnic 
grounds,  overlook  sites,  scenic  drives,  or  boat 
launching  ramps  where  no  mechanical  or 
hydraulic  equipment  is  provided. 

Sec.  211.  The  Mason  J.  Niblack  levee  fea¬ 
ture  of  the  project  for  flood  control  in  the 
Wabash  River  Basin,  Illinois  and  Indiana, 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  24,  1946,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  the  installation  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  and  operation  and  maintenance  by 
local  interests,  of  pumping  facilities  to  re¬ 
move  ponded  interior  drainage  from  the  area 
protected  by  the  levee,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $500,000. 

Sec.  212.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  chief  of  Engineers,  is  author¬ 
ized  to  amend  Contract  Numbered  DA-45- 
1 08— Cl  VEN  G-66-68 ,  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Montana  State  Highway  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  relocation  of  Montana  State 
Highway  37  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Libby  Dam  project,  so  as  to 
provide  that  the  design  standards  for  the 
relocation  shall  be  those  adopted  by  the 
State  of  Montana  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Highway  Safety  Act  of  1966  (80 
Stat.  731). 

Sec.  213.  The  project  for  flood  control  and 
improvement  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  River, 
adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat. 
534)  as  amended  and  modified,  is  further 
modified  to  provide  pumping  plants  and 
other  drainage  facilities  in  Cairo,  Illinois, 
and  vicinity,  to  the  extent  found  economic¬ 
ally  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  conditions  that  local  interests 
(1)  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  construction  of  the  work;  (2) 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  work;  and 
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(3)  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after 
completion. 

Sec.  214.  The  project  for  the  Sanders  Creek 
Red  River  Basin,  Texas,  is  hereby  modified 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  additional 
privately  owned  lands  aggregating  approxi¬ 
mately  seven  hundred  and  fifty  acres  located 
within  the  boundaries  of  former  Camp 
Maxey,  Lamar  County,  Texas,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  consolidating  Federal  ownership  of 
areas  as  may  be  needed  for  wildlife  purposes 
in  connection  with  the  Pat  Mayse  Dam  and 
Reservoir  project,  and  to  facilitate  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife 
management  area.  The  lands  so  acquired 
will  be  made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  or  to  the  State  of  Texas  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  established  administrative  pro¬ 
cedures  pursuant  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  (16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.).  The 
acquisition  of  such  lands  may  be  deferred 
until  such  time  as  assurances  are  given, 
satisfactory  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  that 
a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife  management 
area  will  be  established. 

Sec.  215.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may, 
when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  enter  into  agreements  providing 
for  reimbursement  to  States  or  political  sub¬ 
divisions  thereof  for  work  to  be  performed 
by  such  non-Federal  public  bodies  at  water 
resources  development  projects  authorized 
for  construction  under  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  Such  agreement^  may  provide  for 
reimbursement  of  installation  costs  incur¬ 
red  by  such  entities  or  an  equivalent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  contributions  they  would  other¬ 
wise  be  required  to  make,  or  in  appropriate 
cases,  for  a  combination  thereof.  The  amount 
of  Federal  reimbursement,  including  reduc¬ 
tions  in  contributions,  for  a  single  project 
shall  not  exceed  $1,000,000. 

(b)  Agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to 
this  section  shall  (1)  fully  describe  the  work 
to  be  accomplished  by  the  non-Federal  pub¬ 
lic  body,  and  be  accompanied  by  an  engi¬ 
neering  plan  if  necessary  therefor;  (2)  spec¬ 
ify  the  manner  in  which  such  work  shall  be 
carried  out;  (3)  provide  for  necessary  review 
of  design  and  plans,  and  inspection  of  the 
work  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  or  his  desig¬ 
nee;  (4)  state  the  basis  on  which  the  amount 
of  reimbursement  shall  be  determined;  (5) 
state  that  such  reimbursement  shall  be  de¬ 
pendent  upon  the  appropriation  of  funds 
applicable  thereto  or  funds  available  there¬ 
for,  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other 
pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  im¬ 
provements;  and  (6)  specify  that  reimburse¬ 
ment  or  credit  for  non-Federal  installation 
expenditures  shall  apply  only  to  work  un¬ 
dertaken  on  Federal  projects  after  project 
authorization  and  execution  of  the  agree¬ 
ment,  and  does  not  apply  retroactively  to 
past  non-Federal  work.  Each  such  agreement 
shall  expire  three  years  after  the  date  on 
which  it  is  executed  if  the  work  to  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  non-Federal  public  body  has  not 
commenced  before  the  expiration  of  that 
period.  The  time  allowed  for  completion  of 
the  work  will  be  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  and  stated  in  the  agreement. 

(c)  No  reimbursement  shall  be  made,  and 
no  expenditure  shall  be  credited,  pursuant  to 
this  section,  unless  and  until  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  or  his  designee,  has  certified  that 
the  work  for  which  reimbursement  or  credit 
is  requested  has  been  performed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  agreement. 

(d)  Reimbursement  for  work  commenced 
by  non-Federal  public  bodies  no  later  than 
one  year  after  enactment  of  this  section,  to 
carry  out  or  assist  in  carrying  and  project's  for 
beach  erosion  control,  may  be  made  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  2  of 
the  Act  of  August  13,  1946,  as  amended  (33 
U.S.C.  426f ) .  Reimbursement  for  such  work 
may,  as  an  alternative,  be  made  in  accordance 
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with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  provided 
that  agreement  required  herein  shall  have 
been  executed  prior  to  commencement  of  the 
work.  Expenditures  for  projects  for  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  commenced  by  non-Federal  pub¬ 
lic  bodies  subsequent  to  one  year  after  en¬ 
actment  of  this  section  may  be  reimbursed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  only  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  (1) 
as  authorizing  the  United  States  to  assume 
any  responsibilities  placed  upon  a  non-Fed¬ 
eral  body  by  the  conditions  of  project  au¬ 
thorization,  or  (2)  as  committing  the  United 
States  to  reimburse  non-Federal  interests  if 
the  Federal  project  is  not  undertaken  or  is 
modified  so  as  to  make  the  work  performed 
by  the  non-Federal  public  body  no  longer 
applicable. 

(f)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  author¬ 
ized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed 
$10,000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section.  This  limi¬ 
tation  does  not  include  specific  project  au¬ 
thorizations  providing  for  reimbursement. 

Sec.  216.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
shall,  without  monetary  consideration,  ex¬ 
tend  until  October  1,  1964,  the  rights  de¬ 
scribed  in  this  section  which  were  reserved 
until  July'  1,  1964,  to  any  former  owner  (in¬ 
cluding  his  heirs,  administrators,  executors, 
successors,  and  assigns)  of  the  subsurface 
estate  of  any  real  property  acquired  by  the 
United  States  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Carlyle  Reservoir  project  on 
the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois.  The  reserved 
rights  referred  to  in  this  section  are  more 
particularly  described  as  the  reservation  of 
all  oil,  gas,  and  other  minerals  of  like  fuga¬ 
cious  character,  together  with  rights  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  purpose  of  exploration,  develop¬ 
ment,  production,  and  removal  thereof  with¬ 
in  the  Boulder  Oil  Field  and  restricted  to 
section  2  township  2  north,  range  2  west,  and 
sections  34,  35,  and  36  in  township  3  north, 
range  2  west,  Clinton  County,  Illinois. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  such  persons  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  whose  rights  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  extended  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  the  amount  of  money  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  rep¬ 
resent  their  respective  interests  in  royalty 
payments  received  by  the  United  States  for 
the  authorized  three-month  extended  period. 
The  total  payments  so  made  shall  not  exceed 
the  sum  of  $6,401.16. 

Sec.  217.  (a)  No  provision  of  law  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  enacted  which  limits  the 
number  of  persons  who  may  be  appointed  as 
full-time  civilian  employees,  or  temporary 
and  part-time  employees,  in  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  shall  apply  to  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
engaged  in  its  power  program  and  paid  ex¬ 
clusively  from  other  than  appropriated  funds, 
in  applying  any  such  provision  ,of  law  to 
other  departments  and  agencies  in  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch,  the  number  of  such  employees 
of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  shall  not 
be  taken  into  account. 

(b)  No  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit 
expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the 
fiscal  year  ending  on  June  30,  1969,  under 
the  Budget  of  the  United  States  Government, 
shall  apply  to  expenditures  by  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its 
power  operations,  from  the  sale  of  any  power 
program  assets,  or  from  power  revenue  bonds, 
notes,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 

Sec.  218.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes, 
including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due 
to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the 
direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  drain¬ 


age  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  localities 
specifically  named  in  this  section.  After  the 
regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any  survey 
authorized  by  this  section  are  submitted  to 
Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  re¬ 
port  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless  author¬ 
ized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination 
or  survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon 
submitted  to  Congress,  if  such  review  is  re¬ 
quired  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed 
physical  or  economic  conditions. 

Burnett,  Crystal,  and  Scotts  Bays  and  vi¬ 
cinity,  Baytown,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of 
flood  control,  drainage,  and  related  water  and 
land  resources,  including  specifically  the 
problems  of  general  subsidence  of  the  area 
and  flood  problems  created  thereby. 

Linville  Creek,  Caney  Creek  and  Tres  Pala- 
cious,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control 
and  related  purposes. 

Oso  Creek,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control  and  related  purposes. 

Maddaket,  Smith’s  Point  and  Broad  Creek, 
Massachusetts,  in  the  interest  of  flood  con¬ 
trol,  hurricane  protection,  navigation  and  re¬ 
lated  purposes. 

Streams  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Spring  Mountain  Youth  Camp,  Spring  Moun¬ 
tain  Range,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control,  bank  erosion  control,  and  allied 
purposes. 

Virgin  River,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
Bunkerville,  Mesquite,  and  Riverside,  Nevada, 
in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  bank  erosion 
control,  and  allied  purposes. 

Cuyahoga  River  from  Upper  Kent  to  Por¬ 
tage  Trail  in  Cuyahoga  Falls,  Ohio,  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  flood  control,  pollution  abatement, 
low  flow  regulation,  and  other  allied  water 
purposes. 

Kalihi  Stream,  Honolulu,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  219.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “Flood  Control  Act  of  1968”. 

TITLE  III— RIVER  BASIN  MONETARY 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  301.  That,  (a)  in  addition  to  previous 
authorizations,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  prosecution  of  the 
comprehensive  plan  of  development  of  each 
river  basin  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  referred  to  in  the  first 
column  below,  which  was  basically  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Act  referred  to  by  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  in  the  second  column  below,  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  that  shown  opposite  such  river 
basin  in  the  third  column  below : 


Basin 

Act  of 
Congress 

Amount 

Alabama-Coosa  River _ 

_  Mar. 

2, 1945 

$29, 000, 000 

Arkansas  River _ _ 

.  June 

28. 1938 

108,000,  000 

Brazos  River _ 

.  Sept. 

3,1954 

2,  000, 000 

Central  and  southern  Florida.. 

.  June 

30, 1948 

15,000,  000 

Columbia  River.  _  ..  . 

.  June 

28, 1938 

193,000, 000 

Missouri  River.  _  _ 

.  June 

28, 1938 

38,  000,  000 

Ohio  River .  . . . 

_  June 

22, 1936 

35,  000,  000 

Ouachita  River  _  . 

May 

17,1950 

10,  000, 000 

San  Joaquin  River.  .  . 

_  Dec. 

22, 1944 

17,  000, 000 

South  Platte  River _ 

_  May 

17,1950 

12,  000,  000 

Upper  Mississippi  River 

.  June 

28, 1938 

5,  000,  000 

White  River.  - - - 

.  June 

28, 1938 

2,  000, 000 

(b)  The  total  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed 
$466,000,000. 

Sec.  302.  In  addition  to  the  previous  au¬ 
thorization,  the  completion  of  the  system  of 
flood  control  reservoirs  on  the  West  Branch 
Susquehanna  River,  Pennsylvania,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is 
hereby  authorized  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,000,000. 

Sec.  303.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “River  Basin  Monetary  Authorization 
Act  of  1968”. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  demanded? 
Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  second. 


The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Maryland  is  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  BlatnikL 

Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  am  pleased  to  yield 
to  the  chairman  of  our  committee. 

(Mr.  FALLON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  dis¬ 
tinct  privilege  to  present  to  the  House 
today  the  omnibus  river  and  harbor  and 
flood  control  bill,  S.  3710,  as  amended, 
and  to  recommend  its  enactment.  This 
bill  authorizes  31  navigation  projects  and 
41  flood-control  projects  in  31  States. 
Yet,  and  I  want  to  make  this  abundant¬ 
ly  clear,  this  bill  is  an  economy  bill.  The 
Committee  on  Public  Works  has  made 
every  effort  to  keep  down  the  total  au¬ 
thorization  contained  in  the  bill,  while 
at  the  same  time  including  those  proj¬ 
ects  which  are  urgently  needed  for  the 
economic  well-being  of  the  Nation.  The 
projects  in  this  bill  will  provide  valuable 
benefits  to  the  people  of  this  Nation 
through  improvement  of  navigation,  pre¬ 
vention  of  floods,  water  supplies  for  our 
cities  and  towns,  water  quality,  and  rec¬ 
reation.  The  projects  encompass  31 
States  so  that  the  benefits  are  truly 
widespread.  Yet  with  all  of  this,  the  total 
authorization  contained  in  this  bill  for 
these  new  projects  is  only  $1,121,319,000 
and  an  additional  $469,000,000  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  previously  authorized  projects. 
Mr.  Speaker,  at  a  time  when  economy  in 
our  Government  is  so  important,  I  think 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  and  the  Subcommittee  on 
Rivers  and  Harbors  and  Flood  Control 
are  deserving  of  our  highest  commenda¬ 
tion  for  the  success  of  their  efforts  to 
keep  the  cost  of  this  bill  down. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  this  bill  does 
not  appropriate  1  cent  of  taxpayers’ 
money  at  this  time.  Therefore,  passage 
of  the  bill  will  not  affect  the  present  fis¬ 
cal  situation  of  the  United  States.  How¬ 
ever,  with  the  passage  of  this  bill,  those 
projects  which  are  needed  for  the  well¬ 
being  of  our  Nation  will  be  in  a  ready 
position  to  be  developed  as  rapidly  as  the 
economic  and  fiscal  situation  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  allows. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  commend  the 
members  of  the  full  committee  and  the 
subcommittees  who,  in  spite  of  other 
pressing  business,  devoted  so  much  time 
and  effort  to  the  consideration  of  this 
bill.  I  particularly  commend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  who  chairs  the 
Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  who 
chairs  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol,  and  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr  Cramer],  for  their  outstanding  ef¬ 
forts  with  regard  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  S.  3710, 
the  River  and  Harbor  and  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1968,  is  a  result  of  the  tireless 
effort  of  all  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  At  this  time  I  would 
like  to  express  our  appreciation  for  the 
leadership  given  by  the  gentleman  from 
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Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon],  and  the  able 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood 
Control,  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Jones],  and  the  splendid  coopera¬ 
tion  given  by  the  ranking  minority 
members,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer],  and  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Harsha],  and  participation 
of  Members  from  both  sides. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Subcommittee  on 
Rivers  and  Harbors  heard  testimony  on 
many  navigation  and  beach  erosion 
projects.  We  carefully  analyzed  and  ex¬ 
amined  all  the  projects  that  were  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  subcommittee,  as  well  as 
the  subject  matter  of  numerous  legisla¬ 
tive  proposals. 

Title  I,  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of. 
1968,  includes  authorization  for  30  navi¬ 
gation  projects  and  one  beach  erosion 
control  project,  at  an  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  $322,733,000,  and  includes  work 
in  17  States. 

S.  3710  is  another  forward  move  in 
the  extension  of  the  Federal  river  and 
harbor  program  which  has  produced  the 
best  system  of  navigable  harbors  and 
waterways  possessed  by  any  nation.  Since 
Congress  initiated  the  program  in  1824, 
considerable  sums  of  money  have  been 
appropriated  for  improving  and  main¬ 
taining  the  Nation’s  navigable  water¬ 
ways.  These  improved  waterways  carry 
huge  tonnage  of  foreign  and  interstate 
commerce  and  have  made  possible  free, 
easy,  and  unobstructed  interstate  com¬ 
merce,  and  have  more  than  justified  the 
Federal  expenditure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  favorable  consid¬ 
eration  of  S.  3710. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones]. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  urge  support  of  S.  3710,  as  amended, 
as  an  essential  continuation  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  this  Nation’s  water  resources  to 
benefit  all  the  people. 

The  importance  of  water  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  nation  can  never  be  over¬ 
stated.  Since  the  record  of  time,  the  com¬ 
bination  of  water,  land,  and  people  have 
been  the  necessary  components  for  build¬ 
ing  of  civilizations.  Had  man  been  con¬ 
tent  to  leave  water  where  nature  put 
it,  civilization  would  have  remained  at  a 
very  crude  level.  Fortunately,  man  has 
been  able  to  engage  this  resource  for  his 
benefit.  He  has  stored  it  in  reservoirs  for 
times  of  need,  contained  it  to  prevent  de¬ 
struction  and  gain  more  land,  converted 
its  energy  into  electricity,  channeled  it 
into  canals,  moved  it  great  distances  to 
irrigate  farms,  and  employed  it  in  indus¬ 
trial  processes. 

Yet  the  average  citizen  is  aware  of 
water  only  when  it  fails  or  endangers 
him.  Then  its  dramatic  impact  falls  with 
full  force. 

Through  the  project  authorization  in 
this  legislation,  we  are  reducing  the 
chances  of  water  supply  failure  and  the 
danger  of  uncontrolled  flooding. 
Through  the  consideration  of  multiple 


purposes  of  these  projects,  we  also  are 
providing  for  fish  and  wildlife,  energy, 
recreation,  pollution  control,  navigation, 
and  general  development. 

In  all  of  these  uses  of  water,  it  is  the 
people  who  benefit.  The  people  drink  the 
water,  engage  it  for  industrial  processes, 
use  it  to  grow  crops,  enjoy  it  for  recrea¬ 
tion,  appreciate  the  fish  and  wildlife  it 
supports,  transport  cargoes  on  it,  benefit 
from  the  electric  energy  it  makes  pos¬ 
sible,  and  are  enhanced  by  the  higher 
levels  of  prosperity  its  proper  use  makes 
possible.  Likewise,  it  is  the  people  who 
experience  the  destructive  force  of  un¬ 
controlled  floods. 

Without  full  and  proper  attention  to 
the  development  of  our  water  resources 
the  people  cannot  hope  to  successfully 
reach  the  levels  of  productivity  of  which 
this  Nation  is  capable.  Maximum  en¬ 
gagement  of  our  water  resources  is  an 
integral  part  of  any  design  for  realization 
of  maximum  economic  potential  within 
each  region  and,  because  the  regions  are 
interdependent,  for  the  entire  Nation. 

The  importance  of  proper  water  re¬ 
source  development  was  pointed  out  time 
and  time  again  as  the  Subcommittee  on 
Flood  Control  heard  testimony  on  many 
flood  control,  multiple-purpose  projects, 
monetary  authorizations,  and  special 
items  of  legislation  in  S.  3710. 

The  members  of  the  committee  spent 
many  hours  at  the  hearings  and  in  the 
formulation  of  title  II  and  title  III  of  this 
bill. 

In  title  II  of  the  bill,  there  are  a  total 
of  40  projects  recommending  local  flood 
and  hurricane  protection  works  and 
multiple-purpose  reservoirs  for  flood 
control,  water  supply,  recreation,  and 
other  water  uses.  The  total  estimated 
cost  of  these  projects  is  $1.1  billion. 

Each  project  authorization  has  been 
examined  in  great  detail.  Testimony  was 
received  from  Members  of  Congress,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  local  interests,  and 
others  concerned  with  adequate  develop¬ 
ment  of  this  country. 

The  benefit-cost  ratio  for  each  clearly 
shows  the  measureable  advantages  of 
development. 

Within  this  title  is  section  217  designed 
to  clarify,  for  the  purposes  of  the  re¬ 
cently  enacted  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968,  the  distinction  be¬ 
tween  the  power  program  of  the  Tennes¬ 
see  Valley  Authority,  which  is  funded  en¬ 
tirely  out  of  nonappropriated  revenues, 
and  all  other  activities  of  the  TVA,  which 
are  funded  out  of  the  general  funds  of 
the  Treasury. 

Since  1959,  the  operation  and  expan¬ 
sion  of  TVA’s  power  program  has  been 
financed  entirely  from  revenues  derived 
from  the  sale  of  power  and  of  revenue 
bonds  and  notes.  All  personnel  employed 
by  TVA  in  the  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  its  power  generating  and  distribu¬ 
tion  facilities  are  paid  out  of  these  same 
revenues.  In  addition,  TVA  makes  an¬ 
nual  payments  into  the  Treasury  in  re¬ 
duction  of  the  initial  public  investment 
in  its  power  system  and  another  pay¬ 
ment  at  the  current  cost  of  Treasury 
borrowing  on  the  outstanding  public  in¬ 
vestment.  Thus,  TVA  finances  its  own 
power  program  as  it  amortizes  the  public 
investment  in  it. 


TVA’s  power  expenditures  and  pro¬ 
ceeds  from  the  sale  of  power  are  included 
in  the  totals  of  the  budget  of  the  U.S. 
Government  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969.  As  a  result,  the  power  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  liable  to  drastic  curtail4 
ment  under  the  provisions  of  the  Rev¬ 
enue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act. 

Current  and  planned  expansion  of 
power  facilities  is  essential  to  meeting 
the  known  needs  of  the  region  generally 
and  of  various  Federal  agencies,  such  as 
the  atomic  energy  installations  at  Oak 
Ridge.  The  committee  does  not  regard 
this  action  as  an  exemption  but  as  a 
clarification.  All  nonpower  activities  of 
TVA  and  all  TVA  employees  paid  out  of 
appropriated  funds  will,  of  course,  be  li¬ 
able  to  the  application  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  of  the  provisions  of  the  new 
law. 

This  section  in  no  way  changes  the 
relationship  of  TVA  to  the  Treasury  or 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  the  report¬ 
ing,  notification,  budgeting,  or  other  pro¬ 
cedures  required  by  the  TVA  Act  of  1933, 
as  amended  by  the  self-financing  amend¬ 
ments  of  1959. 

Title  in  of  the  bill  would  provide  for 
sufficient  authorization  for  prosecution 
of  13  of  the  basin  plans  through  calen¬ 
dar  year  1969.  The  total  estimated' 
amount  of  the  increased  authorizations  is 
about  $0.5  billion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  is  urgently 
needed  to  carry  out  the  highly  impor¬ 
tant  water  resource  development  pro¬ 
gram  of  this  Nation.  This  legislation  was 
unanimously  reported  out  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  The  projects  and  items  of  legis¬ 
lation  are  fully  explained  in  the  report 
accompanying  this  bill. 

Members  of  the  Flood  Control  Subcom¬ 
mittee  join  me  in  recommending  passage 
of  this  important  legislation. 

Long  hours  have  been  spent  by  the 
members  of  the  subcommittee  in  the 
formulation  of  this  bill,  and  at  this  time 
I  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  and 
thanks  for  their  efforts. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup¬ 
port  this  omnibus  bill  to  authorize  con¬ 
tinued  development  of  the  Nation’s  great 
rivers  and  water  resources,  and  com¬ 
mend  the  committee  for  the  bill’s  pro¬ 
vision  which  assures  continued  progress 
of  construction  on  the  Arkansas  River 
project. 

The  bill  assures  adequate  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  funds  through  calendar  year  1969, 
and  will  bring  us  within  1  year  of  navi¬ 
gation  in  1970,  to  the  terminal  ports  in 
Oklahoma. 

The  committee  is  also  entitled  to  the 
thanks  of  millions  of  Americans  for  its 
provision  in  the  bill  that  all  entrance  fees 
at  Army  Engineer  lakes  will  come  to  an 
end  in  March  1970,  and  user  fees  at  these 
same  lakes  will  hereafter  be  restricted  to 
highly  developed  facilities  requiring  con¬ 
tinuous  presence  of  personnel  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  supervision. 

Section  210  of  S.  3710  also  restores  a 
long-standing,  historic  principle  of  free 
access  to  waters,  with  language  that  user 
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fees  “shall  not  be  collected  for  access  to 
or  use  of  water  areas.” 

The  same  section  assures  that  user  fees 
will  not  be  collected  for  access  to  or  use 
of  “undeveloped  or  lightly  developed 
shoreland,  picnic  grounds,  overlook  sites, 
scenic  drives,  or  boat  launching  ramps 
where  no  mechanical  or  hydraulic  equip¬ 
ment  is  provided.” 

This  language  restores  historic  free  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  sightseer,  the  picnicker,  the 
fisherman,  and  the  boatsman — access 
that  was  assured  when  most  of  these 
lakes  and  reservoirs  were  authorized  and 
built — access  that  is  part  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  tradition  and  should  be  continued  for 
all  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  deeply  appreciate  the 
committee’s  approval  of  section  210. 
Some  of  us  in  this  body  have  been  fight¬ 
ing  for  this  legislative  action  for  years. 

I  hope  and  trust  the  House  will  over¬ 
whelmingly  give  its  approval,  and  that 
approval  will  also  follow  speedily  in  the 
Senate. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

(Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  the  Rivers  and 
Harbors  and  Flood  Control  Act  of  1968, 
and  urge  its  approval. 

Just  last  week  I  returned  to  Arkansas 
for  the  dedication  of  the  Ozark  Lock  and 
Dam — one  of  the  magnificent  structures 
which  looks  toward  commercial  naviga¬ 
tion  of  the  Arkansas  River  in  the  next  2 
years.  Mr.  Jeta  Taylor,  of  Ozark,  Ark., 
past  president  of  the  Arkansas  Basin 
Association,  presided  at  the  impressive 
event.  He  called  to  mind  the  great  efforts 
of  the  past  which  marked  the  achieve¬ 
ments  today  in  developing  the  river;  that 
much  has  been  done,  and  much  remains 
to  be  done,  at  this  project  and  others. 

The  harnessing  of  this  great  river  is  a 
tribute,  indeed,  to  the  skill  of  our  Corps 
of  Engineers.  It  will  open  new  economic 
opportunities  for  the  vast  Arkansas  River 
Valley  from  the  Mississippi  River,  west¬ 
ward  to  the  highlands  of  northeastern 
Oklahoma. 

Some  of  the  immediate  benefits  are  ob¬ 
vious:  opens  water  navigation  from  this 
great,  potentially  productive  area  of  the 
central  United  States  to  the  world  mar¬ 
kets  of  the  seven  seas;  immense  addi¬ 
tions  to  our  power  reserves;  greatly  in¬ 
creased  recreational  use  of  the  waters 
and  shorelands;  and,  of  course,  there  is 
the  very  fundamental  flood-control  pro¬ 
tection  resulting  from  these  works. 

Title  m  authorizes  additional  funding 
for  continued  development  of  the  Arkan¬ 
sas  River  Basin — and  certain  other  basin 
plans.  This  is  absolutely  essential  if  this 
important  work  is  to  continue  without 
interruption.  Authorizations  for  funding 
extend  through  calendar  year  1969,  and 
reflect,  in  some  cases,  costs  arising  from 
prior  congressional  approval  of  addi¬ 
tional  projects,  or  modifications  of  proj¬ 


ects  within  overall  basin  development 
plans. 

When  a  river  basin  plan’s  monetary 
authorization  limit  is  reached,  additional 
authorization  is  requred  before  further 
approprations  can  be  made,  regardless 
of  content  of  appropriations  bills. 

Presently,  $88,000,000  remains  in 
monetary  authorization,  for  the  Arkan¬ 
sas  River  Basin  plan  with  obligations 
foreseen  as  $196,000,000  through  calen¬ 
dar  year  1969.  This  necessitates  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  an  additional  monetary 
authorization  of  $108,000,000  to  take  care 
of  the  situation. 

In  further  reference  to  the  bill,  I  call 
attention  to  section  210  of  title  II. 

This  section  prohibits,  after  March  31, 
1970,  the  collection  of  entrance  or  ad¬ 
mission  fees  at  public  recreation  areas 
at  lakes  and  reservoirs  under  jurisdiction 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

This,  in  my  judgment,  is  a  sound  and 
sensible  step.  These  admission  charges 
amount  to  “nuisance  fees”  at  the  corps 
installations  with  which  I  am  acquainted. 
Their  collection,  furthermore,  requires 
special  time  and  attention  by  personnel, 
which  reduce  the  net  proceeds  of  the 
collection  effort  to  virtually  nothing. 
Costs  no  doubt  often  exceed  collections. 
This  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  conference  report  on  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Act  of 
this  year  which  allows  certain  agencies 
to  phase  out  collection  of  entrance  fees 
deemed  ill-advised. 

Another  type  of  charge — the  user 
fee — would  be  allowed  only  for  the  use 
of  highly  developed  facilities  at  such 
areas  requiring  the  continuous  presence 
of  personnel  for  maintenance  and  super¬ 
vision.  No  user  fees  may  be  charged  for 
access  to,  or  use  of,  water  areas,  unde¬ 
veloped  or  lightly  developed  shoreland, 
picnic  grounds,  overlook  sites,  scenic 
drives, -or  boat  launching  ramps  where 
no  mechanical  or  hydraulic  equipment  is 
provided. 

I  support  the  bill  and  the  continued 
development  of  our  natural  resources 
which  will  result  from  its  approval. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  be  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to 
the’  gentleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Tennessee.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama.  I  like¬ 
wise  rise  in  support  of  this  legislation. 

[Mr.  FULTON  of  Tennessee  further 
addressed  the  House.  His  remarks  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Extensions  of 
Remarks.] 

(Mr.  FULTON  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  bill.  Its  projects 
are  located  in  31  States  and  cover  all 
types  of  works  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  committee  and  within  the  province 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

I  am  particularly  interested  in  the 
Yazoo  River  navigation  project,  part  of 


which  is  included  in  my  district  in  Mis¬ 
sissippi.  It  will  provide  the  Yazoo  River 
channel  with  a  9-foot  depth  and 
150-foot  minimum  bottom  width  be¬ 
tween  Vicksburg  and  Greenwood. 

I  am  confident  that  the  other  projects 
are  as  worthy  as  this  one  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  dependable  year-round  link  in 
the  growing  inland  waterway  system  to 
serve  the  rapidly  growing  industrial 
needs  of  central  Mississippi- 

(Mr.  MONTGOMERY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Rivers]. 

(Mr.  RIVERS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  favor  this 
bill  as  written,  and  I  am  eager  to  revise 
and  extend  my  remarks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  passage  of  S.  3710 
as  amended  by  the  great  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  this  body,  authorizing 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preserva¬ 
tion  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  other  purposes  is  of  immediate 
and  indispensable  interest  to  every 
Member  of  this  body.  The  preservation 
of  our  rivers,  harbors,  and  canals  is 
everybody’s  business.  As  usual,  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee  has  risen  to  and 
fulfilled  its  responsibility  to  America. 
Among  the  vital  projects  contained  in 
this  authorization  bill  is  the  Cooper 
River  project  in  South  Carolina,  Senate 
Document  No.  88  of  the  90th  Congress, 
with  an  estimated  cost  of  $35,381,000. 

The  primary  interest  of  this  project 
is  to  alleviate  the  silting  and  the  pos¬ 
sible  destruction  of  Charleston  Harbor. 
It  also  fulfills  an  agreement  between  the 
U.S.  Government  and  the  State  of  South 
Carolina  on  retaining  the  present  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  South  Carolina  Public 
Services  Authority.  This  latter  agree¬ 
ment  has  met  the  approval  of  all  of  the 
officers  of  our  State  and  of  the  Federal 
officials  in  every  category  within  the 
framework  of  our  Government. 

Moreover,  the  entire  project  has  been 
approved — in  keeping  with  the  law — by 
the  Governor  of  South  Carolina,  the 
Agriculture  Department,  the  Interior 
Department,  the  HEW,  and  other  affected 
agencies  and  departments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  taken  me  years  to 
bring  this  project  to  its  present  status. 
It  is  now  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  speak  and  I  urge  and  imploie 
this  body  to  take  affirmative  action  today 
on  the  unanimous  report  of  this  great 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Moreover,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  economies 
which  will  be  realized  as  a  result ’of  this 
vital  project  will  liquidate  every  cent  we 
are  spending  on  this  new  and  needed 
undertaking.  Charleston  Harbor  alone  is 
costing  the  Government  over  $2,500,000 
a  year  on  maintenance.  Recently  I  per¬ 
suaded  this  great  committee  to  allocate 
over  $250,000  for  a  complete  study  of 
Charleston  Harbor.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
silting  caused  by  the  mixing  of  the  waters 
from  the  Santee  Cooper  project  and  the 
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waters  of  the  ocean  meeting  in  the 
Charleston  area  is  terrifying  to  contem¬ 
plate.  This  project  will,  we  believe,  stop 
the  silting  and  relieve  the  enormous  ex¬ 
penditure  now  necessary  to  keep  the 
harbor  at  Charleston  as  it  once  was.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  owe  it  to  unborn  generations 
as  well  as  the  present-day  America  to 
save  this  harbor.  This  project  will  do  this. 
If  we  do  less  we  break  the  faith  with 
those  who  are  to  follow  us. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina,  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  who  has  done  excel¬ 
lent  work  on  the  committee  throughout 
his  tenure,  and  who  has  contributed  im¬ 
measurably  to  the  good  bill  we  have 
brought  to  the  House. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  my  distinguished  and  illustrious 
colleague  [Mr.  Jones],  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  for 
the  magnificent  way  in  which  he  presided 
during  the  hearings  and  for  his  leader¬ 
ship  and  dedication  in  the  cause  of  water 
conservation.  May  I  thank  my  great  and 
esteemed  friend  [Mr.  Blatnik]  for  the 
outstanding  and  fair  way  in  which  he 
conducted  the  proceedings  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors.  It  has 
been  a  great  and  rewarding  experience  to 
be  associated  with  this  bill  through  my 
colleagues  on  both  subcommittees  and 
the  full  committee  chaired  by  one  of  the 
greatest  chairman  in  the  history  of  the 
Congress  [Mr.  Fallon],  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
urged  the  subcommittee,  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  and  now  the  House  as  did  my 
warm  and  esteemed  friend  [Mr.  Rivers] 
to  adopt  the  St.  Stephen  plan  and  this 
authorization  for  $35,381,000  to  protect 
and  preserve  the  greatest  harbor  on  the 
Atlantic  Ocean,  that  of  Charleston,  S.C. 
The  Harbor  and  Ports  Authority  of 
Charleston  benefits  the  economy  of  the 
entire  state  of  South  Carolina  and  in¬ 
deed  the  southeast.  The  depth  and  sta¬ 
bility  of  Charleston  Harbor  must  be 
maintained  in  the  interest  of  our  dy¬ 
namic  and  growing  economy  and  in  the 
interest  of  national  defense. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad  the  commit¬ 
tee  adopted  and  I  urge  the  House  to 
do  likewise  my  amendment  to  the  bill 
calling  for  a  thorough  study  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  practical  feasibility  of  a 
canal  locks  and  dams  connecting  the 
great  Tennessee,  Ohio,  Mississippi- 
Missouri  river  system  with  the  Savan¬ 
nah  River  and  thus  the  Atlantic  Sea¬ 
board  at  Savannah,  Charleston  and  Port 
Royal.  My  amendment  provides  not  only 
a  study  of  a  possible  waterway  connect¬ 
ing  the  Tennessee  River  and  the  Savan¬ 
nah  but  my  amendment  also  provides 
for  a  study  and  survey  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  of  a  navigable  canal  connect¬ 
ing  the  lower  Savannah  in  the  vicinity 
below  Allendale,  S.C.  to  the  great  nat¬ 
ural  harbor  at  Port  Royal  and  South 
Carolina’s  chief  port  city  of  Charleston. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  before  us  now 
provides  for  a  survey  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  of  the  economic  feasibility  of  a 
canal  connecting  Lake  Superior  with  the 
Mississippi  River.  This  bill  was  written 
with  tomorrow  in  mind— the  future  of  a 
great  nation.  It  may  be  in  the  realm  of 


possibility  to  connect  the  cities  of 
Charleston,  Savannah  and  Port  Royal  by 
water  with  the  Great  Lakes  through  the 
very  heartland  of  America.  In  consider-- 
ing  this  bill  at  this  moment  I  call  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  the  words  of 
the  immortal  Daniel  Webster  on  the  wall 
of  this  Chamber  just  above  our  beloved 
Speaker  McCormack  : 

Let  us  develop  the  resources  of  our  land, 
call  forth  Its  powers,  build  up  its  institu¬ 
tions,  promote  all  its  great  interest  and  see 
whether  we  also  in  our  day  and  generation 
may  not  perform  something  worthy  to  be 
remembered. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  House  to  adopt 
this  Rivers  and  Harbors  and  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1968  by  an  overwhelming  two- 
thirds  majority  in  the  best  interest  of  our 
entire  country. 

(Mr.  DORN  and  Mr.  POLLOCK  asked 
and  were  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  now  to  the  gentleman  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Pollock], 

Mr.  POLLOCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
very  strong  support  of  the  Omnibus 
Rivers  and  Harbors  Authorization  Act  of 
1968.  I  am  very  pleased  with  the  work 
the  committee  has  done  under  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairmanship  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones].  The 
distinguished  members  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  are  to  be  commended 
for  their  diligence  in  presenting  the  bill 
for  consideration  today,  so  that  urgently- 
needed  projects  to  restore  the  ravages  of 
devastating  floods  and  improvement  of 
our  vital  navigational  systems  can  pro¬ 
ceed  on  an  orderly  basis.  I  am  sure  that 
all  Members,  myself  included,  would  pre¬ 
fer  to  add  additional  projects  to  the  ones 
which  are  now  included.  However,  when 
considering  the  extremely  tight  fiscal 
situation  confronting  the  country  as  a 
whole,  we  must,  of  necessity,  delay  many 
desirable  and  worthwhile  projects  until 
a  later  time. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  committee  and 
particularly  those  dedicated  Members 
who  visited  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  last  fall 
after  our  disasterous  flood.  It  is  also  com¬ 
mendable  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  all  concerned  parties  were  able  to 
complete  the  necessary  studies  and  re¬ 
ports  so  that  the  Fairbanks  flood  project 
could  be  considered  and  included  in  this 
bill.  I  believe  that  the  spirit  of  coopera¬ 
tion  which  was  in  evidence  at  every  step 
of  the  project  is  the  very  essence  of  how 
the  Federal  Government  and  local  bodies 
can  work  together  creatively  to  solve 
pressing  and  urgent  problems. 

In  addition  to  the  Fairbanks  flood  con¬ 
trol  project  three  other  Alaskan  navi¬ 
gational  aid  projects  are  included  in  this 
bill.  These  are  Kake  Harbor,  King  Cove, 
and  Sergius  and  White  Stone  Narrows 
projects.  The  later  projects  will  greatly 
enhance  Alaska’s  ability  to  move  goods 
and  materials  in  waterborne  commerce, 
and  will  increase  our  safety  and  capabili¬ 
ties  for  the  vessels  of  Alaska’s  vital  fish¬ 
ing  industry. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  [Mr.  Thompson]. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  grateful  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  for  yielding  to  me.  Be¬ 
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cause  the  legislation  before  us  is  under 
suspension  of  the  rules  it  is  not  possible 
to  amend  it.  If  amendments  were  pos¬ 
sible,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  offer  one 
which  would  modify  the  authorization 
for  Tocks  Island  Reservoir,  Delaware 
River,  N.J.,  by  specifically  prohibiting  the 
use  for  power  purposes  Sunfish  Pond 
atop  the  Kittatinny  Mountain  Ridge  in 
Warren  County,  N.J. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Sunfish  Pond  is  a  mag¬ 
nificent  glacial  body  of  water  which  must 
be  preserved  forever  in  the  State  and 
National  interest.  When  the  legislation 
comes  before  the  House  again  I  shall 
offer  such  an  amendment.  In  the  interim, 
I  am  pleased  to  report  that  I  have  talked 
with  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee  and  have  as¬ 
surances  that  Sunfish  Pond  will  not  be 
destroyed.  Also,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  got¬ 
ten  assurances  from  the  interested  utility 
companies  in  New  Jersey  and  from  the 
Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  to  the 
effect  that  they  have  developed  an  at¬ 
tractive  alternative  on  which  hearings 
will  be  held  by  the  appropriate  New  Jer¬ 
sey  legislative  committee  in  the  immedi¬ 
ate  future.  This  plan  will  require  con¬ 
gressional  action,  probably  in  the  next 
Congress.  It  appears  safe  to  say,  in  light 
of  these  facts,  that  Sunfish  will  remain 
safe  and  untouched  except  for  recrea¬ 
tional  purposes. 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Johnson]  who  is  a  member 
of  the  subcommittee. 

I  might  add  that  the  gentleman  from 
California  also  serves  on  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and  has 
always  been  one  of  the  keen  and  ener¬ 
getic  members  always  in  attendance,  and 
always  paying  great  attention  to  the  wa¬ 
ter  resources  programs  which  have  been 
initiated  by  the  Federal  Government. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  thank 
the  chairman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  take  this  op¬ 
portunity  to  commend  the  chairmen  of 
the  two  subcommittees  who  brought  this 
bill  forth,  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Jones],  and  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik],  as  well  as  the 
minority  members  of.  the  committee 
heading  up  the  Subcommittees  on  Flood 
Control  and  on  Rivers  and  Harbors. 

Also  I  would  like  to  thank  the  chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon],  of  our  very  fine  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  for  his  leadership. 
Having  served  10  years  on  the  commit¬ 
tee,  I  know  of  the  very  fine  work  that  has 
been  accomplished  by  it,  and  I  strongly 
support  this  bill  which  has  been  brought 
to  the  floor  today. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Edwards]  such  time  as  he 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  is  also  a 
member  of  the  subcommittee  and  has 
had  the  duty  and  responsibility  of  exam¬ 
ining  the  projects  which  came  before  us 
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and  has  made  a  very  valuable  contribu¬ 
tion  to  their  being  reported  here  today. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  my  chairman  for  his 
flattering  remarks.  I  am  pleased  that  I 
had  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
hearings  which  resulted  in  this  bill  and 
am  glad  I  was  able  to  be  of  some  small 
assistance  in  bringing  this  legislation 
out.  I  support  it  wholeheartedly. 

(Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Louisiana  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Slack]  such  time  as  he 
may  consume. 

(Mr.  SLACK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  SLACK  addressed  the  House.  His 
remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Ex¬ 
tensions  of  Remarks.] 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  very  briefly 
say  that  this  is  a  noncontroversial  bill, 
about  as  much  so  as  any  that  we  have 
brought  before  the  House  on  this  subject 
in  some  time. 

Second,  I  would  say  that  this  is  a  bill 
that  calls  for  an  investment  in  the  future 
development  of  the  United  States  of 
America. 

Third,  I  wish  to  say  I  think  we  were 
prudent  in  the  consideration  of  this  leg¬ 
islation.  We  had  testimony  relating  to  in 
excess  of  $3  billion  worth  of  projects. 
Included  in  this  bill  are  $1,121  billion  of 
new  authorizations  and  $369  million  for 
13  comprehensive  river  basin  extensions. 
I  think  it  is  clear  we  were  prudent  in  the 
handling  of  this  legislation  relating  to 
rivers  and  harbors,  flood  control,  hurri¬ 
cane  damages  and  protection,  and  beach 
erosion  projects. 

Of  course,  I  would  say  this  is  only  the 
authorization  bill.  The  money  will  come 
later  with  the  acquiescence  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  on  a  properly 
scheduled  basis. 

This  is  a  bill  providing  for  a  sound  in¬ 
vestment  in  the  future  of  our  country  in 
the  various  fields  that  I  have  mentioned. 

Mr.  Speaker,  S.  3710,  as  reported,  is  the 
product  of  careful  deliberation  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  We  heard 
testimony  on  many  more  projects  than 
those  contained  in  the  bill.  The  commit¬ 
tee  reported  a  bill  containing  only  those 
projects  which  it  considered  to  be  essen¬ 
tial  for  authorization  at  this  time.  It  also 
limited  the  basin  authorizations  for  ap¬ 
propriations  to  just  1  year,  which  I 
hope  will  be  increased  to  a  regular  bien¬ 
nial  authorization  next  year. 

I  support  S.  3710. 

RELATIVELY  NONCONTROVERSIAL  BILL 

The  benefits  and  desirable  provisions 
of  this  bill  far  outweigh  its  few  short¬ 
comings.  It  woud  authorize  many  proj¬ 
ects  that  are  essential  for  the  growth  of 
navigation  in  this  country  and  to  protect 
lives  and  property  from  disastrous  flood¬ 


ing,  as  well  as  to  provide  needed  water 
supply,  water  quality,  recreation,  and 
other  purposes  to  improve  the  lives  of  all 
Americans. 

In  addition  to  project  and  basin  au¬ 
thorizations,  the  bill  contains  other  pro¬ 
visions  which  can  have  far-reaching 
benefits.  I  wish  to  comment  briefly  on 
two  of  these  provisions. 

Section  III  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  investigate,  study,  and  con¬ 
struct  projects  for  the  prevention  or 
mitigation  of  shore  damages  attributable 
to  Federal  navigation  works.  When  a 
Federal  navigation  project  is  constructed, 
particularly  at  inlets,  adjacent  shores 
may  be  adversely  affected  by  a  diversion 
of,  or  resulting  lack  of,  currents  which 
had  previously  supplied  these  shores  with 
sand.  The  navigation  project  may  also 
result  in  the  creation  of  currents  which 
may  erode  adjacent  shores.  The  commit¬ 
tee  accepted  my  amendment  to  include 
this  section  in  the  bill,  for  the  Members 
believe,  as  do  I,  that  when  a  Federal  nav¬ 
igation  project  results  in  such  damages, 
the  Federal  Government  should  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  take  remedial  action.  The 
cost  of  installing,  operating,  and  main¬ 
taining  such  projects  will  be  borne  by  the 
United  States,  and  where  the  estimated 
first  cost  of  a  project  does  not  exceed 
$1  million  specific  authorization  by  the 
Congress  is  not  required.  This  section  will 
have  application  in  Florida  to  at  least 
17  navigation  projects  which  have  been 
constructed  at  inlets  without  provisions 
for  protection  or  sand-nourishment  of 
adjacent  shores  which  are  now  being 
damaged  in  varying  degrees  by  naviga¬ 
tion  projects.  Similar  situations  exist  in 
other  parts  of  the  Nation  which  can  be 
corrected  by  the  enactment  of  this 
section. 

The  second  provision  that  I  wish  to 
comment  upon  is  section  215. 1  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1965,  which  was  enacted  as  section 
314  of  that  act,  directing  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  make  a  study  of  the  need 
for,  and  the  feasibility  of,  the  Federal 
Government  reimbursing  States,  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  thereof,  and  other  pub¬ 
lic  entities,  for  expenditures  incurred  by 
them  in  connection  with  authorized 
projects  for  improvement  of  rivers  and 
harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navi¬ 
gation,  flood  control,  hurricane  protec¬ 
tion,  beach  erosion  control,  and  other 
water  resources  development  purposes. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  made  the 
study  and  submitted  a  report  thereon  to 
the  Congress  on  January  31,  1967,  which 
report  has  been  printed  as  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  10,  90th  Congress,  first  session. 
This  report  concludes  that  legislative 
consideration  should  be  given  to  ex¬ 
panded  general  authority  uniformly  ap¬ 
plicable  to  all  types  of  projects  to  reim¬ 
burse  non-Federal  entities  for  advance 
work  performed  on  Federal  projects 
after  authorization,  up  to  $1  million  in 
costs.  Reimbursement  in  excess  of  $1 
million  would  require  specific  authoriza¬ 
tion  by  law,  after  a  report  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  through  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army. 

By  letter  dated  June  26,  1968,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  transmitted  draft 


legislation  to  the  Congress  to  carry  out 
the  recommendations  of  his  report.  I  of¬ 
fered  this  legislation  as  an  amendment 
to  S.  3710,  and  the  committee  accepted 
it  as  section  215  of  the  bill.  By  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  section,  local  interest  may 
be  reimbursed  up  to  $1  million  for  ad¬ 
vance  work  performed  on  any  type  of 
authorized  project,  pursuant  to  agree¬ 
ments  entered  into  between  non-Federal 
public  bodies  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Generally,  this  is  a  good  bill  and  a 
needed  bill.  It  has  been  carefully  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  interest  of  economy.  I  urge 
your  support  of  this  legislation. 

The  bill  includes  some  major  projects 
in  Florida,  an  investment  in  Florida’s 
and  the  Nation’s  future,  including  au¬ 
thorizations  for: 

Florida: 

Navigation: 

Brevard  County  (beach  ero¬ 
sion)  _  $680, 000 

Gulf  Intrascoastal  Waterway, 

St.  Marks  to  Tampa  Bay_  40,  000,  000 
Miami  Harbor _  6,  476,  000 


Total,  navigation _  47,  156,  000 


Flood  control: 

Dade  County _  11,  805,  000 

Hillsborough  Bay _  9,  909,  000 

Martin  County _ (8,072,000) 

Water  resources,  C.  &  S. 

Florida  _ ( 58,  182,  000 ) 


Total,  flood  control _ 21,  714,  000 


Total,  Florida _  68,  870,  000 

Central  and  southern  Florida  flood  control 
Additional  monetary  authoriza¬ 
tion  - $15,  000,  000 

There  was  also  included  a  project  for 
the  modification  of  the  previously  au¬ 
thorized  project  for  Fort  Pierce  provid¬ 
ing  for  construction  of  the*project  by  the 
Federal  Government  with  appropriate 
cash  contributions  by  the  local  interests. 

Because  of  the  interest  expressed  in 
three  of  the  major  projects  included  for 
Florida,  all  of  which  has  merit,  I  am  plac¬ 
ing  in  the  Record  the  project  documents 
relating  to  them: 

Water  Resources  for  Central  and  Southern 
Florida 

Location. — In  the  southern  half  of  Florida, 
the  study  area  is  16,000  square  miles  and 
about  80  percent  of  the  central  and  southern 
flood  control  project  area. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee  adopted  May  4,  1962; 
June  5,  1963;  and  January  11,  1965;  and  of 
the  House  Public  Works  Committee  adopted 
April  28,  1965  and  October  5,  1966. 

Existing  project. — The  central  and  south¬ 
ern  Florida  project,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Acts  of  1948,  1954,  1960,  1962  and 
1965  is  about  55  percent  complete  (financial 
basis) .  Completed  works  include  levees, 
pumping  stations,  control  structures  and 
canals  to  provide  hurricane  flood  protection, 
water  control  and  drainage  for  the  rich  ag¬ 
ricultural  areas  south  of  Lake  Okeechobee 
and  lower  east  coast  cities  and  urban  area 
(Miami,  Ft.  Lauderdale,  Palm  Beach). 

Problem. — The  prolonged  drought  of  1961 
to  1965  emphasized  the  need  to  improve  the 
supply,  distribution  and  conservation  of 
water  resources  in  central  and  southern  Flor¬ 
ida  to  meet  growing  urban  and  agricultural 
needs  and  to  provide  sufficient  flow  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  Everglades  National  Park. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — 
Modification  of  the  authorized  water  re- 
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sources  project  to  meet  urban  and  agricul¬ 
tural  needs  and  the  estimated  requirements 
of  Everglades  National  Park  to  about  the  year 
2000  together  with  related  recreational  fa¬ 
cilities:  by  raising  Lake  Okeechobee  levees; 
backpumping  excess  waters  from  east  coast 
areas  into  Lake  Okeechobee  and  into  conser¬ 
vation  area;  improving  conveyance  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  water  by  construction  or  modi¬ 
fication  of  canals,  levees,  pumping  stations, 
control  structures  and  related  works. 

ESTIMATED  COST  (DECEMBER  1967  PRICE  LEVEL) 

Federal . . . »  $58, 182,000 

Non-Federal . . . . . . ..  =18,936,000 


Total. . .  77,118,000 

i  Net  cost  to  the  United  States  $55,124,000.  Local  interests 
to  reimburse  United  States  $3,058,000  for  recreation. 

2 Cash  contribution  $11,883,000  plus  $7,053,000  lor  lands  and 
relocations. 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-  Total 

Federal 


Annual  charges: 
Interest  and  amor¬ 


tization _ $2,245,000  $895,200  $3,140,200 

Maintenance  and 

operations _  446,700  1,118,800  1,565,500 


Subtotal .  2,691,700  2,014,000  4,705,700 

Land  productivity 

loss _  119, 600 


Total . . . : .  4, 825, 300 


Annual  benefits: 

Agricultural  (increased  net  return).. . $4,110,000 

Urban  enhancement  in  land  value  M.  &  I. 
water  control  of  salinity  intrusion,  dilution 

water _ _ -  5,020,000 

Recreational _ _  4,300,000 

Everglades  National  Park .  (■) 

Total . . .  13,430,000 

>  Not  evaluated. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.8. 

Local  Cooperation. — Furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
they  will:  Make  a  cash  contribution  of  20 
percent  of  the  contract  price  plus  supervi¬ 
sion  and  administration  for  all  items  of  work 
to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  an 
amount  presently  estimated  at  $11,883,000  to 
be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  con¬ 
struction  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of 
pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with 
construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment 
of  costs  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  have 
been  determined;  with  appropriate  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  construct  and  thereafter  maintain  such 
canal  facilities  and  other  water  control  ap-> 
purtenances  as  are  necessary  to  realize  the 
benefits  from  the  improvements;  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for 
construction  of  the  project,  when  and  as  re¬ 
quired;  assume  the  cost  of  construction  of 
all  new  highway  bridges,  relocation  of  exist¬ 
ing  highway  bridges,  and  alteration  of  utili¬ 
ties  and  other  improvements  except  railroads, 
incident  to  the  construction  of  the  project; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  the  project  works;  pro¬ 
hibit  encroachment  on  the  water-carrying 
capacity  of  the  improved  channels;  operate 
and  maintain  the  pumping  stations,  levees, 
canals,  and  other  appurtenant  works  after 
completion  of  construction  for  flood  control, 
navigation,  and  backpumping  and  delivery  of 
water  to  Everglades  National  Park,  the  agri¬ 
cultural  areas,  and  urban  areas,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
cy  of  the  Army,  except  the  levees,  channels, 
locks,  and  control  works  of  the  St.  Lucie 
anal,  Lake  Okeechobee,  Caloosahatchee 


River,  and  the  main  spillways  of  the  water 
conservation  areas;  and  provided  further 
than  prior  to  construction  of  the  recreation 
features,  except  for  modification  of  existing 
recreation  facilities  as  the  result  of  raising 
the  Lake  Okeechobee  regulation  range  which 
is  to  be  accomplished  at  Federal  expense, 
local  interests  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will: 
Pay  or  contribute  in  kind  one-half  of  the 
separable  cost  of  the  recreation  facilities,  an 
amount  now  estimated  at  $1,808,000  for  con¬ 
struction  and  $1,250,000  for  lands;  operate, 
maintain,  and  replace  all  recreation  features 
except  those  adjacent  to  federally  maintained 
navigation  structures;  and  assure  access  to 
all  on  equal  terms.  Based  on  cooperation  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  past  on  the  authorized  project 
works  and  recent  coordination  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  district’s  cooperation  seems  assured. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 
Requests  assurance  that  future  delivery  of 
water  to  Everglades  National  Park  will  not  be 
diminished  by  the  requirements  to  support 
growth  and  new  development. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Remarks. — The  committee  heard  extensive 
testimony  on  this  proposed  modification. 
The  committee  was  impressed  by  the  degree 
of  cooperation  among  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  the  National  Park  Service,  and  the 
State  of  Florida  in  developing  an  engineer¬ 
ing  plan  that  will  meet  the  needs  of  the 
Everglades  National  Park  and  other  interests 
in  the  State. 


Martin  County,  Fla. 

(S.  Doc.  — ;,  90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Martin  County  in  the  southern 
part  of  Florida  is  an  Atlantic  coastal  county 
lying  east  of  Lake  Okeechobee  and  about  20 
miles  north  of  Palm  Beach. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  resolution  adopted  July  22,  1950. 

Existing  project. — The  central  and  south¬ 
ern  Florida  project  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Acts  of  1948,  1954,  1958,  1960,  1962, 
and  1965  and  now  under  construction  in¬ 
cludes  the  following  features  related  to  the 
recommended  plan:  St.  Lucie  Canal  and  St. 
Lucie  lock  and  dam,  improvements  in  the 
northeast  shore  area  of  Lake  Okeechobee,  the 
levee  8  area,  the  canal  18  area,  and  the  St. 
Lucie  County  canals. 

Problems. — Most  of  Martin  County  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  periodic  flooding  because  it  lacks  ade¬ 
quate  drainage  and  control  works  to  remove 
floodwaters  from  even  a  moderate  storm. 
Large  areas  are  planted  to  citrus,  and  truck 
farming  and  dairy  pastures  are  important 
uses.  Irrigation  water  is  needed  in  drought 
periods. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Pro¬ 
vision  of  gravity  drainage  in  the  area  by  a 
system  of  canals  and  control  structures  for 
distribution  of  available  water  supplies  to 
portions  of  Martin  and  St.  Lucie  Counties. 
The  system  would  be  connected  with  the 
overall  central  and  southern  Florida  project 
with  provision  for  pumping  excess  waters 
into  Lake  Okeechobee  and  supply  of  water 
from  the  lake  in  dry  periods.  Irrigation  fea¬ 
tures  would  be  deferred  until  modifications 
recommended  in  the  report  on  water  re¬ 
sources  for  central  and  southern  Florida  are 
authorized  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  as¬ 
sured  that  adequate  water  is  available. 

ESTIMATED  COST  (PRICE  LEVEL  OF  SEPTEMBER  1966) 

Federal.. .  $8,072,000 

Non-Federal . . . 7,399,000 

Total  .  15,471,000 


PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tions . 

$329, 000 

$301, 100 

213, 900 

$630, 100 

213,900 

Subtotal.. . 

Associated  costs. . 

Land  productivity  loss..  .. 

329, 000 

515,000 
52, 400 

844, 000 
52, 400 
39, 200 

Total . . . . 

935, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented 

Increased  land  use _ 

Irrigation- . 

Recreation . 

$720, 000 
4,  747, 900 
8, 799, 000 
13, 000 

Total . 

14, 279, 900 

Benefit-cost  ratio.- 
Local  cooperation.- 

-15.3. 

—Local 

Interests  shall: 

make  cash  contributions — in  varying  per¬ 
centages — toward  the  total  of  the  contract 
price  plus  supervision  and  administration 
thereof  for  all  items  of  work  to  be  provided 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  amounts, 
stated  in  terms  of  percentages  of  contract 
price  plus  supervision  and  administration, 
are:  Flood  control  features,  34;  irrigation 
features,  49;  and  recreation  features,  42.  The 
amount  of  the  local  cash  contribution  for 
the  overall  plan  is  now  estimated  at  5,- 
266,000  (in  addition  to  costs  allocated  from 
overall  system) ;  this  amount  would  be  paid 
in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construc¬ 
tion  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  per¬ 
tinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of 
costs  to  be  made  after  the  actual  costs  have 
been  determined;  with  appropriate  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  construct  and  thereafter  maintain  such 
lateral  drainage  facilities  as  are  necessary  to 
realize  the  benefits  made  available  by  these 
improvements;  and  furnish  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
they  will :  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project 
works,  when  and  as  required;  assume  the 
costs  of  construction  of  all  new  highway 
bridges  and  relocations  of  existing  highway 
bridges  and  alterations  to  miscellaneous 
utilities  and  other  existing  improvements 
(except  railroad  facilities)  incident  to  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  prohibit  encroachment 
on  the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  im¬ 
proved  channels;  and  operate  and  maintain 
the  pumping  station,  improved  channels,  and 
appurtenant  works,  and  recreation  facili¬ 
ties  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army.  Based  on  cooperation  received  in  the 
past  on  the  authorized  project  works  and 
recent  coordination  the  flood  control  dis¬ 
trict’s  cooperation  seems  assured. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  provide 
flood  control  and  water  supply  in  an  area 
subject  to  both  needs.  It  is  important  to 
the  economy  of  the  Martin  County  area, 
and  will  provide  benefits  far  in  excess  of  its 
costs. 


Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to 
Tampa  Bay,  Fla. 

(S.  Doc. — 90th  Cong.) 

Location. — Along  Florida’s  gulf  coast,  be¬ 
tween  St.  Marks  and  Tampa  Bay. 
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Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  resolutions  adopted  February  6,  1940,  and 
December  20,  1950. 

Existing  project. — The  project  for  the  Gulf 
IntracoastaJ.  Waterway,  12  by  125  feet,  ex¬ 
tends  west  from  St.  Marks  to  Brownsville, 
Tex.;  the  project  for  the  Intracoastal  Wa¬ 
terway,  9  by  100  feet,  extends  from  Caloosa- 
hatchee,  Fla.,  to  the  Anclote  River,  Fla. 

Problem— The  gap  between  the  waterways 
need  to  be  eliminated,  to  permit  use  of  in¬ 
land  barge  equipment  in  lieu  of  present 
equipment  necessary  for  transiting  open  wa¬ 
ters.  This  would  result  in  substantial  savings 
in  barge  transportation  charges. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The 
recommended  plan  provides  for  extension  of 
the  waterway  from  St.  Marks  River  to  Tampa 
Bay,  Fla.  It  will  be  190  miles  long,  12  feet 
deep,  and  150  feet  wide.  Recreation  facilities 
will  be  provided. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1966  price  level) 

Federal  _ . _ $89,  252,  000 

Non-Federal  _  14,  450,  000 


Total _  103,  702,  000 

PROJECT  ECONOMICS 


Federal  Non-Federal  Total 


Annual  charges: 
Interest  and  amor¬ 


tization... . $3,958,000  $638,000  $4,596,000 

Maintenance  and 

operation _  958,000  80,000  1,038,000 

Land  costs .  0  166, 000  166, 000 


Total.. . .  4,916,000  884,000  5,800,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Navigation _ _ _ _ $7,884,000 

Recreation _ ; . . . .  2,103,000 


Total . . . . . . .  9,987,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of .way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  for 
initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and 
also  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads, 
and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of 
such  retaining  works;  assume  all  obligations 
of  owning,  including  operating,  maintaining, 
and  replacing,  all  bridges  altered  or  con¬ 
structed  as  part  of  the  project,  with  such 
obligations  for  each  bridge  being  assumed 
upon  completion  of  the  alteration  or  con¬ 
struction  of  that  bridge;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  that  may 
result  from  the  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain 
at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and 
transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
such  utility  or  other  relocations  or  altera¬ 
tions  as  are  required  for  project  purposes; 
provide,  prior  to  postauthorization  planning, 
a  long-range  plan  for  development  of  the 
region;  contribute  in  cash  6.6  percent  of  the 
construction  cost  including  engineering  and 
design  and  supervision  and  administration  of 
construction  of  all  dredging  work  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  contribu¬ 
tion  now  estimated  at  $5,570,000,  to  be  paid 
either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  con¬ 
struction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start 
of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with 
construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment 
of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  have 
been  determined;  and  establish  regulations 
prohibiting  discharge  of  pollutants  in  the 
waters  of  the  channel  by  users  thereof,  which 
regulations  shall  be  in  accordance  with  ap¬ 
plicable  laws  or  regulations  of  Federal,  State, 
and  local  authorities  responsible  for  pollution 
prevention  and  control.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  provide  requirements 
of  local  cooperation. 


Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Transportation:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvement 
will  provide  a  navigation  system  extending 
about  190  miles  and  will  eliminate  the  gap 
in  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  permit¬ 
ting  the  use  of  inland  barge  equipment  from 
Brownsville,  Tex.,  to  Tampa  Bay,  Fla. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Langen], 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  bill  before  us,  and  wish  to 
express  my  compliments  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  their  favorable  consideration  of 
the  South  Branch,  Wild  Rice  River-Fel- 
ton  Ditch  project,  which  I  know  will  serve 
to  substantially  'benefit  the  productive 
farm  area  in  my  district. 

I  know  that  there  are  many  folks 
throughout  the  South  Branch,  Wild  Rice 
River  community  that  will  benefit  by  im¬ 
proved  crops  and  the  lack  of  flood  dam¬ 
ages  that  they  have  experienced  for  so 
many  years.  This  is  well  evidenced  by 
the  fact  that  the  project  shows  a  most 
remarkable  and  commendable  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  4.3.  They  have  waited  many 
years  for  this  project  to  become  a  reality. 
I  hope  that  now  construction  can  soon 
be  under  way,  so  that  the  benefits  of  this 
project  become  available  at  the  earliest 
possible  date. 

I  do  have  some  regrets  with  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill  today,  because  of  an¬ 
other  project  that  rightfully  should  have 
'been  included  in  this  bill.  It  is  the  Wild 
Rice  River  project,  which  includes  a  dam 
on  the  Wild  Rice  River,  just  east  of 
Twin  Valley,  Minn.  This  project  has  also 
been  under  consideration  and  in  the 
planning  stage  for  many  years.  During 
the  past  several  months,  it  has  finally 
reached  the  point  of  receiving  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  all  interested  people, 
together  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  timing,  however,  is  most  inoppor¬ 
tune,  in  that  it  is  presently  being  re¬ 
viewed  by  the  Budget  Bureau  and  their 
evaluation  has  not,  as  of  this  moment, 
been  completed.  It  is  expected  that  within 
the  next  day  or  two,  they  hopefully  will 
file  their  favorable  recommendation. 

As  is  oftentimes  the  case  with  projects 
such  as  these,  the  normal  process  of  ap¬ 
proval  and  review  does  take  some  time. 
Every  effort  has  been  made  to  expedite 
the  respective  reviews  and  approvals  at 
the  State,  regional,  and  finally,  the 
Washington  levels. 

I  am  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  situation  here  today  being  what 
it  is,  with  this  bill  before  us  under  the 
suspension  of  the  rules,  amendments  are 
not  in  order.  Had  that  not  been  the  case, 
I  would  have  been  inclined  to  offer  the 
project  as  an  addition  to  the  bill,  in  view 
of  the  very  close  proximity  that  it  has  to 
our  action  here  today.  I  hope  that  the 
House  and  those  who  will  be  further  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  conference  on  this  legis¬ 
lation,  might  take  note  of  these  observa¬ 


tions  in  the  event  that  there  should  be 
some  opportunity  for  including  it  at  a 
later  date. 

The  people  in  this  area  have  repeatedly 
suffered  flood  losses  during  these  years 
and  have  waited  such  a  long  time  for 
the  relief  that  this  project  would  provide. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
■gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Scott], 

(Mr.  SCOTT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Public  Works  Authorization 
bill  of  1968  which  includes  the  Salem 
Church  Dam  and  Reservoir  project 
within  my  congressional  district. 

At  the  hearing  before  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Flood  Control  on  June  20  of  this 
year,  representatives  of  citizens  through¬ 
out  the  Eighth  District  of  Virginia  ap¬ 
peared  and  testified  or  sent  copies  of 
resolutions  or  statements  in  support  of 
the  Salem  Church  Dam  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  the  Army. 
Certainly,  we  appreciate  the  courtesies 
extended  to  us  by  the  chairman  and 
members  of  the  subcommittee  at  that 
time.  Our  people  desire  the  authorization 
for  the  construction  of  this  project  as 
recommended  because  of  the  fear  that 
if  the  authorization  were  passed  in  any 
other  manner  it  would  result  in  further 
study  and  a  delay  or  abandonment  of  the 
entire  project.  Therefore,  I  am  pleased 
that  the  matter  is  now  before  us  in  the 
form  it  was  recommended  and  identical 
to  the  measure  passed  by  the  Senate 
eliminating  the  possibility  of  change  in  a 
conference  between  the  two  bodies. 

This  proposed  dam  is  on  the  Rappa¬ 
hannock  River  which  has  been  subject 
to  flooding  over  the  years  in  the  Freder¬ 
icksburg  and  Falmouth  area  resulting 
in  considerable  property  damage  in  1942 
when  the  maximum  recorded  flood  oc¬ 
curred  but  which  would  result  in  still 
greater  property  damage  if  a  similar 
flood  should  occur  today  because  of  the 
increase  in  structures  in  the  area. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  made 
its  first  comprehensive  study  of  the 
Rappahannock  area  as  far  back  as  1933 
and  the  Congress  authorized  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  low-level  dam  in  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1946.  Thereafter  the 
House  in  1955  struck  the  limitation  upon 
height  to  permit  the  construction  of 
the  240-foot  dam  as  now  contemplated. 
The  Senate  then  referred  the  matter  to 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  study.  This 
study  by  the  Army  took  12  years  and 
resulted  in  the  furnishing  of  a  report  in 
1967  known  as  Senate  Document  37, 
90th  Congress.  It  is  this  report  and  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
that  is  now  being  incorporated  in  the 
bill  under  consideration.  I  do  hope  that 
the  House  will  give  its  approval  to  the 
measure. 

While  flood  control  was  the  primary 
reason  for  the  original  consideration  and 
need  for  the  dam,  the  entire  area  has 
been  growing  very  fast  and  perhaps  at 
this  time  the  need  for  water  even  over¬ 
shadows  flood  control.  With  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Washington,  including  large  popula¬ 
tions  in  both  Maryland  and  Virginia, 
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looking  to  the  Potomac  and  its  tribu¬ 
taries  for  water,  those  counties  within 
Virginia  below  Fairfax  must  look  to  the 
Rappahannock  and  to  Salem  Church 
Reservoir.  One  of  these  counties,  Prince 
William,  is  the  fastest  growing  county 
in  our  State  percentagewise,  having  in¬ 
creased  from  approximately  50,000  in¬ 
habitants  when  the  last  census  was 
taken  to  more  than  100,000  today.  Of 
course,  the  membership  is  well  aware 
of  the  need  and  desirability  for  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  clean  water,  for  salinity 
control,  and  for  additional  recreational 
facilities  in  -the  fast  growing  northern 
Virginia  area.  In  fact,  there  is  an  acute 
shortage  of  scenic  parks  and  recreational 
facilities  throughout  the  entire  eastern 
part  of.  the  United  States. 

While  I  realize  that  this  is  only  an 
authorization  bill,  the  people  of  the 
eighth  district  have  been  waiting  a  long 
time  for  this  project  and  according  to 
a  poll  I  conducted  of  each  home  in  the 
district,  the  citizens  are  overwhelmingly 
in  favor  of  it.  In  view  of  the  present  con¬ 
dition  of  our  budget  no  request  is  being 
made  for  funds  this  year  but  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  that  the  Congress  will  make  the  nec¬ 
essary  funds  available  next  year  so  that 
the  construction  of  the  project  may  get 
underway  and  that  there  will  be  adequate 
clean  water,  recreational  facilities,  flood 
control  and  other  desirable  features 
available  to  the  people  of  the  Fredericks¬ 
burg  and  northern  Virginia  area  as  early 
as  possible. 

Again,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for  favor¬ 
able  consideration  of  this  measure. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee,  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee  [Mr.  Duncan], 

(Mr.  DUNCAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks  ) 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the 
fine  efforts  which  have  been  expended  by 
the  gentlemen  who  serve  on  this  com¬ 
mittee  and  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
legislation. 

[Mr.  DUNCAN  further  addressed  the 
House.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the 
fine  efforts  expended  by  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  in  the  committee  in  re¬ 
lation  to  this  bill  and  the  contributions 
which  he  made  were  very  valuable  to  it. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Dakota. 

(Mr.  REIFEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer]  for  yielding  me  this  time 
to  express  my  deep  appreciation  to  him, 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  this 
committee  which  is  so  important  to  the 
orderly  development  of  our  land  and 
water  resources,  along  with  the  other 
members  of  that  committee,  particularly 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Blatnuc]  ,  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Rivers  and  Harbors,  and  the  gentle¬ 


man  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood 
Control. 

Also,  my  deep  appreciation  goes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Harsha]  and 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Don 
Clausen]  for  working  out  a  compromise 
that  I  hope  will  help  resolve  the  difficul¬ 
ties  that  have  previously  been  encoun¬ 
tered  on  the  project  for  flood  protection 
on  the  big  Sioux  River  between  Sioux 
City,  Iowa,  and  North  Sioux  City,  S.  Dak. 

I  further  want  to  express  my  sincere 
thanks  to  the  committee  for  hearing 
testimony  on  the  proposed  plan  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  much  needed  stabilization 
of  the  riverbanks  and  provision  of  a  navi¬ 
gable  channel  on  the  Missouri  River  from 
the  vicinity  of  Yankton,  S.  Dak.,  to  Sioux 
City,  Iowa. 

I  do  hope  that  as  a  result  of  the  ex¬ 
pression  of  concern  by  the  committee,  the 
executive  branch  promptly  will  take  the 
necessary  action  for  Congress  to  give  this 
project  further  consideration. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  We  have  been  strug¬ 
gling,  actually,  for  this  flood  protection 
project  for  a  number  of  years  and  I  am 
glad  to  see  hopefully  that  this  problem 
largely  due  to  the  gentleman’s  efforts, 
has  been  resolved  and  resolved  in  a  sat¬ 
isfactory  manner. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
and  the  other  members  of  his  committee 
for  their  understanding  and  helpfulness 
on  these  two  projects  that  apply  to  navi¬ 
gation  and  flood  protection  in  my 
district. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
legislation.  It  has  been  my  pleasure  to 
serve  on  both  of  the  subcommittees  that 
have  developed  this  bill — the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Flood  Control  and  the  Rivers 
and  Harbors  Subcommittee.  Those  proj¬ 
ects  that  have  been  included  bear  a 
favorable  benefit-to-cost  ratio.  Those 
projects  submitted  that  were  unfavorable 
were  eliminated. 

Of  particular  interest,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
me  and  many  of  my  constituents  is  the 
inclusion  in  this  bill  of  the  southwestern 
Jefferson  County,  Ky.  floodwall.  This 
project  has  a  benefit-to-cost  ratio  of 
1.9  to  1.  It  will  protect  over  40,000  resi¬ 
dents  in  my  congressional  district — an 
area  subject  to  frequent  flooding.  A  re¬ 
currence  of  the  largest  past  flood,  that  of 
1937,  would  now  cause  damage  of  over 
$51  million  or  twice  the  cost  of  the 
project.  I  wish  time  permitted  me  to  tell 
the  entire  House  of  the  benefits  of  this 
project. 

Local  interest  in  this  project  is  great 
and  the  local  governments  have  already 
made  plans  to  supply  the  local  support 
required. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  introduced  the  House 
resolution  before  the  Public  Works 
Committee — adopted  June  23,  1964,  that 
led  to  the  favorable  report  from  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  I  am  particularly 
proud  of  this  project — and  particularly 
proud  that  I  can  cast  my  vote  for  this 
bill — and  this  project — for  my  people. 
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Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  say  at  this  juncture  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  has  just  spoken  has  spent 
endless  hours  on  this  committee  and 
has  made  a  very  valuable  contribution 
to  its  work. 

Mr.  LLOYD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Utah. 

(Mr.  LLOYD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LLOYD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  legislation.  This  is  a  very 
significant  day  not  only  for  other  areas 
of  America  but  for  my  particular  area 
because  we  have  included  herein  the 
Little  Dell  Reservoir  which  is  authorized 
under  this  legislation,  a  very  important 
project  which  will  have  an  impact  on 
many  generations  to  come. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  this  statement  in 
support  of  authorization  of  the  Little 
Dell  project,  to  be  constructed  by  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  Parley’s 
Canyon  east  of  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah, 
which  lies  in  my  congressional  district. 
I  have  sponsored  H.R.  8757  in  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

I  believe  the  evidence  shows  this  proj¬ 
ect  to  be  justifiable,  both  economically, 
and  from  the  standpoint  of  its  primary 
purpose,  which  is  to  protect  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Salt  Lake  City  area  from  the 
danger  of  floods.  In  addition,  the  project 
has  a  vital,  albeit  secondary  function, 
in  providing  an  additional  source  of 
water  to  support  an  expanding  popula¬ 
tion  and  growing  economy. 

The  Little  Dell  project,  as  recom¬ 
mended,  consists  of  a  multipurpose  dam 
and  50,000  acre-foot  reservoir,  to  be  con¬ 
structed  on  Dell  Creek,  together  with 
facilities  to  divert  water  from  Emigration 
Creek,  Lambs  Canyon,  and  Mill  Creek. 
Total  first  cost  of  the  project  is  estimated 
at  $23,250,000.  Local  contribution  will  be 
approximately  $11,021,000,  including 
$586,000  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of- 
way,  and  relocations;  $9,800,000  for  water 
supply  benefits,  and  $635,000  for  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 
This  represents  an  estimated  net  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government  of  $12,229,000, 
plus  annual  operation  and  maintenance 
costs  to  be  borne  both  by  local  interests 
and  the  Federal  Government.  Estimated 
average  annual  benefits  of  the  project  are 
$1,841,000,  with  an  estimated  annual 
average  cost  of  $1,038,000. 

The  high  local  contribution  toward 
this  project  reflects  the  area’s  need  and 
desire  for  this  Federal  assistance.  Despite 
many  years  of  local  effort  to  alleviate  the 
serious  flood  problems  which  the  Salt 
Lake  City  area  faces,  floods  continue  to 
present  a  constant  threat  to  people  and 
property. 

The  Salt  Lake  County  area  is  unique 
in  both  its  topography  and  water  prob¬ 
lems.  Although  the  average  annual 
precipitation  is  approximately  only  14 
inches,  nearly  70  percent  of  the  annual 
precipitation  occurs  as  snowfall  during 
the  winter  months  on  stream  watersheds 
in  the  high  Wasatch  Mountains  east  of 
the  city.  This  results  in  an  extremely 
heavy  snowmelt  runoff  during  the  period 
from  April  to  June. 
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When  an  unusually  heavy  snow  cover  is 
combined  with  a  warm  spring  and  spring 
storms,  the  result  most  often  sends  water 
running  down  city  streets. 

This  condition  last  prevailed  in  1952, 
when  the  major  transcity  tributaries  to 
the  Jordan  River,  Parleys,  Emigration, 
Red  Butte,  and  City  Creeks,  responded 
early  to  unusually  high  temperatures.  By 
late  April,  water  was  gushing  down  one 
of  the  city’s  main  streets,  and  gravel  dikes 
as  much  as  6-feet  high  had  to  be  placed 
along  the  street  to  contain  it.  As  it  was, 
the  1952  flood  innundated  1,200  acres  of 
highly  developed  urban  area,  causing  an 
estimated  $2.5  million  in  damages. 

Since  that  time,  the  population  of  the 
county  has  risen  61  percent,  while 
assessed  total  valuation  has  risen  56  per¬ 
cent.  However,  the  area  still  faces  the 
same  flood  threat  with  what,  despite 
local  effort,  is  basically  the  same  drain¬ 
age  and  flood  control  system.  Although 
single  floods  of  recent  years  have  not 
reached  the  record  magnitude  of  the  1952 
flood,  it  is  still  estimated  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  that  average  future  dam¬ 
ages  from  all  floods  in  the  Jordan  River 
Basin,  which  includes  all  of  the  Salt  Lake 
metropolitan  area,  will  reach  over  $2 
million  annually. 

The  Little  Dell  Reservoir  would  col¬ 
lect  surplus  flows  from  Dell,  Parleys,  Red 
Butte,  Emigration,  and  Mill  Creeks, 
which  drain  on  area  of  about  110  square 
miles  on  the  western  slopes  of  the  Wa¬ 
satch  Mountains  and  adjoining  bench- 
lands  within  the  metropolitan  area.  Red 
Butte,  Emigration,  and  Parleys  Creeks, 
comprising  what  is  known  as  the  13th 
south  stream  group,  provided  the  major 
trouble  during  the  flood  of  1952.  The  pro¬ 
posed  Little  Dell  Project,  therefore, 
would  greatly  alleviate,  if  not  entirely 
eliminate,  the  possibility  of  a  recurrence 
of  the  1952  flood. 

Although  Little  Dell  is  primarily  for 
flood  control,  its  water  supply  benefits 
should  not  be  minimized.  In  an  independ¬ 
ent  engineering  report  on  the  Little  Dell 
project  prepared  in  1962  by  Berger  As¬ 
sociates,  Inc.,  a  consulting  engineering 
firm  for  the  Metropolitan  Water  District 
of  Salt  Lake  City,  it  was  noted  that  based 
on  the  estimated  population  growth,  Lit¬ 
tle  Dell  or  a  similar  new  source  of  sup¬ 
ply  would  be  needed  in  the  Salt  Lake 
metropolitan  area  by  about  1969. 

Although  earlier  planned  delivery  to 
Salt  Lake  County  of  water  from  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation’s  central  Utah  proj¬ 
ect  has  diminished  the  immediate  peril  of 
water  shortage  somewhat,  it  is  still  ap¬ 
parent  that  to  support  the  projected 
population  growth  of  Salt  Lake  County, 
which  is  expected  to  top  1  million  by 
2020,  water  from  both  Little  Dell  and  the 
central  Utah  project,  as  well  as  other 
new  sources,  will  be  needed. 

In  this  connection,  another  Berger  As¬ 
sociates,  Inc.,  study  in  1964  on  “Future 
Requirements  for  Water  in  the  Salt  Lake 
Metropolitan  Area”  pointed  out  that  “de¬ 
velopment  of  new  sources  of  supply  will 
continue  to  be  needed  at  8-  to  15-year 
intervals  after  1970 — depending  on  the 
rate  of  population  growth  and  the 
amount  of  water  obtained  from  each  new 
source  of  supply.”  The  report  went  on 
to  recommend  immediate  construction 


of  the  Little  Dell  project,  plus  a  sub¬ 
scription  for  central  Utah  project  water. 

By  all  estimates,  water  from  the  Little 
Dell  project  would  be  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  growth  of  100,000  persons  in  the  metro¬ 
politan  area  by  conserving  the  surplus 
flows  from  the  major  drainage  areas, 
which  are  now  wasted  into  Great  Salt 
Lake. 

Another  important  aspect  is  the  rec¬ 
reational  benefit  which  this  project  will 
provide  to  a  highly-populated  urban 
area.  The  close  proximity  of  the  project 
to  Interstate  Highway  80  puts  it  literally 
in  the  backyard  of  nearly  a  half -million 
persons. 

In  summary,  I  believe  the  evidence 
shows  conclusively  that  Federal  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  Little  Dell  project  is  both 
justifiable  and  appropriate  under  provi¬ 
sions  of  flood  control  law.  Local  interests 
in  the  area  are  desirous  of  this  assistance, 
and  are  willingly  committing  themselves 
to  pay  their  full  and  fair  share  of  the 
costs. 

This  project  was  originally  authorized 
by  Congress  in  1960  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  over  $6  million.  However,  the  popula¬ 
tion  and  industrial  growth  of  the  area  in 
the  past  few  years  has  been  such  that  the 
plai)  had  to  be  enlarged  to  fully  scope 
with  that  growth. 

Just  for  example,  the  population  of 
Salt  Lake  County  has  risen  from  211,623 
in  1940,  to  an  estimated  450,000  today.  In 
a  study  made  in  1963,  the  bureau  of  eco¬ 
nomics  and  business  research  of  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Utah  forecast  that  the  present 
high  rate  of  population  growth  in  the 
county  would  diminish,  and  that  the 
average  annual  rate  for  the  1960  to  2020 
period  would  be  approximately  1.9  per¬ 
cent  per  year.  This  would  result  in  a 
population  in  the  county  of  about  893,000 
by  1988,  or  1,160,000  by  the  year  2020. 

Nonagricultural  employment  in  the 
State  of  Utah  in  1966  was  321,283,  and 
wages  from  those  jobs  new  account  for 
nearly  50  percent  of  Utah’s  source  of 
personal  income.  Of  that  total  employ¬ 
ment,  165,533  of  those  jobs,  or  nearly 
half,  were  located  in  Salt  Lake  County. 

I  believe,  therefore,  that  the  need  for 
this  project  is  doubly  urgent,  and  I 
strongly  recommend  expeditious  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Omnibus  Rivers  and  Har¬ 
bors  legislation. 

Mr.  BROTZMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

(Mr.  BROTZMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BROTZMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  committee  on  the  careful 
hearings  conducted  regarding  this  bill. 
Particularly  do  I  want  to  express  appre¬ 
ciation  for  the  inclusion  of  the  Mount 
Carlson  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  and 
the  continuing  attention  given  to  the 
Chatfield  Dam  and  Reservoir  project. 
By  moving  expeditiously,  I  hope  that 
floods  of  the  type  we  had  in  Colorado  in 
1965  can  be  averted. 

Mr.  KLEPPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Dakota. 


(Mr.  KLEPPE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  KLEPPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  express  my  ap¬ 
preciation  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  for  listening  to  our  presentation 
and  especially  with  reference  to  the 
emergency  aspects  of  the  bank  stabiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  Missouri  River  wherein  they 
approved  the  allocation  for  which  we 
asked. 

Further,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  say 
that  I  am  very  appreciative  of  the  fact 
that  it  was  included  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen]  . 

(Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  S.  3710  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

This  bill  w'as  written  in  a  bipartisan 
manner  by  the  committee  and  it  reflects 
the  efforts  of  all  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  economize  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  possible,  consistent  with  the  essen¬ 
tial  needs  of  the  Nation  for  water  re¬ 
sources  development  projects. 

We  have  heard  testimony  on  a  num¬ 
ber  of  projects  that  are  not  included  in 
this  bill.  Some  of  these  projects  do  not 
warrant  immediate  authorization,  in 
light  of  our  critical  fiscal  situation.  Oth¬ 
ers  present  problems  that  deserve  more 
study,  rather  than  commit  the  Federal 
Government  to  their  construction  at  this 
time.  The  committee  considered  projects 
totaling  some  $3  to  $4  billion  in  costs,  but 
authorized  only  $1,121,319,000  for  new 
projects. 

The  bill  contains  authorizations  for 
appropriations  to  continue  construction 
of  authorized  projects  in  13  river  basins. 
This  authorization  is  in  the  amount  of 
$469  million  and  is  for  one  construction 
season,  through  calendar  year  1969.  An¬ 
nual  authorizations  for  basins  makes  it 
very  difficult  to  properly  and  economi¬ 
cally  plan  and  schedule  construction 
work.  It  is  the  plan  of  the  committee  to 
again  consider  river  basin  authorizations 
next  year,  and  I  hope  that  authoriza¬ 
tions  will  then  be  provided  for  2  years 
and  that  we  may,  thereafter,  stay  on  a 
biannual  basis. 

In  addition,  this  bill  contains  many 
projects  that  are  essential  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  beach  erosion  control,  hurricane 
control,  and  to  protect  lives  and  property 
from  devastating  floods. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  bill  includes 
authorizations  in  recognition  of  the 
committees  visits  to  disaster  areas  in¬ 
cluding  Fairbanks,  Alaska — Tanana; 
Denver,  Colo. — the  Mount  Carborn  Pro¬ 
ject,  Bear  Creek,  South  Platte;  south¬ 
west  Texas — Hurricane  Beulah;  and  the 
north  coast  of  California. 

Generally  speaking,  in  view  of  the 
time  problem,  the  committee  considered 
only  those  projects  that  were  noncon- 
troversial.  Those  considered  controver¬ 
sial  were  either  deleted  or  postponed. 
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One  of  the  most  noteworthy  aspects 
of  this  legislation  is  to  be  found  in  sec¬ 
tion  106,  on  page  49,  of  the  bill  wherein 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  investigate  and  study  the 
problem  of  coastal  erosion  along  the  At¬ 
lantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific  coasts,  the  coasts 
of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  the  shorelines  of  the  Great  Lakes. 
In  addition  to  a  thorough  study  of  the 
problem,  the  corps  is  likewise  directed 
to  recommend  to  the  Congress  “the  most 
suitable  type  of  remedial  action.” 

I  should  also  like  to  point  out  that  sec¬ 
tions  113  to  115,  inclusive,  declare  certain 
areas  in  and  around  New  York  and  San 
Francisco  as  nonnavigable.  These  dec¬ 
larations  of  non-navagability  withdraw 
the  Federal  Government’s  right  to  order 
the  structures  thereon  removed  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  navigation  under  the  commerce 
clause  of  the  Constitution.  In  addition, 
this  will  remove  any  cloud  on  the  title, 
and  allow  local  interests  to  make  ar¬ 
rangements  for  the  development  of  the 
area.  This  action  requires  no  expendi¬ 
ture  of  Federal  funds. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  want 
to  draw  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
to  section  210  of  the  bill  which  provides 
that  “no  entrance  or  admission  fees  shall 
be  collected  after  March  31,  1970,”  at 
any  public  recreation  area  on  lakes  and 
reservoirs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  and 
I  urge  support  of  this  public  works  au¬ 
thorization  bill  by  all  Members. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  HarshaL 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  legislation.  I  believe  in 
the  main  we  have  a  good  bill.  There  were 
several  differences  of  opinion  on  some 
of  the  matters,  but  these  were  threshed 
out  in  the  subcommittee,  and  the  ma¬ 
jority  view  prevailed,  and  I  believe  we 
have  a  bill  that  everyone  can  in  good 
conscience  support,  and  I  would  recom¬ 
mend  to  the  House  the  adoption  of  these 
various  matters  as  reported  by  the  full 
committee. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  should  like  to  ask  someone  as  to  the 
monetary  value  of  this  bill.  I  cannot 
readily  find  it  in  the  report. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  report  was  not 
available  to  me  until  this  morning. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield,  I  will  be  delighted  to 
answer  the  inquiry  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  the 
attention  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  to 
page  4  of  the  report,  and  to  the  compila¬ 
tion  and  summary  of  the  monetary 
values.  At  the  top  of  the  page  is  title  I, 
navigation  projects  and  beach  erosion 
Projects,  a  total  of  $322,733,000. 

Title  n,  flood  control,  hurricane,  and 
multiple-purpose  projects,  $798,586,000, 
total  $1,121,319,000. 


Then  title  III,  basin  monetary  authori¬ 
zations,  which  must  be  done  on  an  an¬ 
nual  basis,  $469  million.  So  the  total  of 
the  bill  is  $1,590,319,000. 

Then  the  list  of  specific  projects  fol¬ 
low  on  pages  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  then  this  bill  calls  for  about 
$1.5  billion;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  is  right. 

If  the  gentleman  will  permit  me  to 
comment  further,  the  answer  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  is  that  that  is 
correct. 

The  principal  reason.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  that  the  bill  is 
here  with  this  suspension  of  the  rules 
procedure  rather  than  thi'ough  the  pro¬ 
cedure  of  a  rule  is  that,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  full  well  knows,  the  Committee  on 
Rules  has  ordered  that,  except  for 
emergency  matters  and  the  necessity  of 
sending  a  letter  to  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  minority  members  to  that  effect, 
that  they  did  not  wish  to  hold  additional 
further  hearings  on  these  matters  in 
order  to  get  rules. 

The  projects  herein  involved  are  not 
too  controversial  in  nature,  and  I  for 
one  agree  that  under  these  unusual  cir¬ 
cumstances  the  bill  should  be  brought  to 
the  floor  under  suspension  of  the  rules — 
and  I  admit  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
that  it  is  an  unusual  procedure — but  I 
will  say  to  the  gentleman  that  these  are 
necessary  circumstances.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  further  that  due  to  the  re¬ 
cent  heavy  workload  in  the  committee 
it  was  not  possible  to  bring  the  bill  out 
any  more  quickly  than  they  did,  and  give 
it  proper  consideration. 

I  will  also  say  to  the  gentleman  that 
we  could  have  rushed  the  bill  through 
without  proper  consideration,  and  it 
might  have  been  here  earlier  under  a  rule, 
but  I  would  rather  have  it  here  under 
this  procedure  after  proper  considera¬ 
tion,  even  under  suspension  of  the  rules, 
than  to  rush  it  through  the  committee 
without  adequate  consideration  in  order 
that  we  have  a  rule  on  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  and  I  will  be  brief,  I  want 
to  protest  as  vehemently  as  I  know  how 
this  kind  of  procedure.  We  could  not  get 
a  copy  of  the  report  on  Saturday  of  last 
week,  and  here  we  are  on  Monday  about 
to  pass  the  bill  after  only  40  minutes  of 
debate,  with  all  amendments  prohibited, 
involving  $1.5  billion.  This  is  the  wrong 
procedure,  and  I  do  not  care  whether  we 
are  working  toward  adjournment  or  what 
we  are  supposed  to  be  doing  here,  this  is 
wrong,  absolutely  wrong,  to  take  up  a 
bill  of  this  magnitude  under  suspension 
of  the  rules. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  bad  enough  to 
take  up,  under  suspension  of  the  rules, 
the  previous  bill  providing  for  a  half  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  to  be  expended  each  year 
into  the  unknown  future.  There  are  line 
items  galore  in  this  bill,  but  Members 
are  powerless  to  get  at  any  of  them  be¬ 
cause  of  the  rules  which  preclude  the 
Members  from  working  their  will. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
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gentleman  from  Iowa  and  also  to  point 
out  that  if  we  are  going  to  do  anything 
on  getting  this  budget  down,  it  has  to 
begin  at  the  authorization  level. 

We  do  not  know  how  much  of  this 
$1.5  billion  actually  would  be  scheduled 
for  the  fiscal  year  1969.  Of  course,  no¬ 
where  near  this  amount,  but  what  might 
be  contemplated  under  the  budget  and  I 
think  if  we  are  going  to  proceed  in  this 
fashion,  the  Congress  might  just  as  well 
admit  that  it  is  a  rubberstamp  and  go 
on  home. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  would  say  in  response 
to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  that  over 
$3  billion  of  authorizations  were  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  subcommittees  and  we  spent 
a  considerable  amount  of  time  and  study 
on  this  problem.  We  think  we  have 
brought  out  a  measure  here  that  reflects 
considerable  savings — less  than  half  of 
the  amount  of  the  total  authorization  re¬ 
quested.  Of  course,  this  will  not  be  spent, 
in  all  probability,  none  of  it  for  the  fiscal 
year  1969  because  this  matter  has  not 
been  budgeted.  There  have  been  no  ap¬ 
propriations  for  it  whatsoever. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  appreciate  that  part  of 
the  thing,  but  I  think  we  do  have  to  re¬ 
late  it  to  that. 

I  had  previously  asked  some  questions 
ever  at  this  table  as  to  how  this  did  sit 
with  the  President’s  budget  and  I  could 
not  get  any  answers  at  all  which  led  me  to 
make  the  remarks  that  it  is  going  to  have 
some  impact  on  fiscal  1969,  I  think  the 
gentleman  would  agree — or  maybe  it 
would  not  at  all. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  asked 
me  some  questions  at  the  table  and  I 
am  sorry  that  I  was  not  sufficiently 
persuasive  in  my  reply. 

But  my  reply  was — and  I  repeat  it  for 
the  Record — that  this  is  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  and  if  in  fact  there  are  any 
projects — and  I  do  not  know  of  any,  ex¬ 
cept  for  basin  authorization,  that  have 
to  continue — there  are  no  projects  that 
are  in  the  1969  budget  in  this  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

So,  that  answers  the  gentleman’s  first 
question. 

Now  relating  to  the  basin  authoriza¬ 
tions,  the  amount  contained  in  here  is 
the  maximum  that  could  be  appropri¬ 
ated  and  it  does  not  in  any  way  affect 
what  was  submitted  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  Those  basins  that  have  been 
started  have  to  continue. 

So  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman,  he 
is  overly  concerned  as  it  relates  to  the 
budget  because  this  does  not  affect  the 
budget. 

Not  only  that,  we  reduced  by  about 
50  percent  the  numerous  requests  made 
to  the  committee  for  this  authorization. 
So  I  think  we  were  quite  responsible. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  if  I  may,  that  this  is  not  just 
a  question  of  holding  to  the  President’s 
budget.  We  have  to  cut  back  in  these 
areas.  The  committee  apparently,  if  it 
has  not  got  the  data,  how  can  the  com¬ 
mittee  actually  cut  back  and  establish 
priorities?  The  difficult  job  ahead  of  us 
is  to  establish  priorities  on  many  desir¬ 
able  programs. 
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These  are — probably  every  one  of  them 
I  am  sure — with  the  committee’s  work, 
desirable  programs,  it  is  the  lack  of 
priorities  that  is  creating  the  trouble. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  rose  originally  to  ask 
some  questions  which  were  asked  by  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri,  but  they  have 
now  been  answered. 

I  had  another  inquiry  and  it  is  this. 
How  many  unfunded  public  works  pro¬ 
jects  are  now  authorized  in  dollars? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  so  that  I  may 
answer  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  last  ac¬ 
count  that  our  Committee  on  Public 
Works  had  some  years  ago  at  that  time 
was  in  the  neighborhood  of  $10  million. 

I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  that  these  surveys  and  these 
authorizations  were  completely  out  of 
date  and  unrealistic  and  would  have  to 
be  modified  if  they  are  to  be  considered 
further  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions. 

I  do  not  think  that  they  are  proper 
projects  for  us  to  consider. 

Tire  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
recalls,  I  am  quite  sure,  that  when  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Don- 
dero]  was  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  he  made  a  vigorous 
effort  for  the  committee  to  deauthorize 
this  type  of  project. 

The  House  did  not  look  with  favor 
upon  that  proposition  and  rejected  it. 

But  as  long  as  those  projects  are  on 
the  shelf  and  are  not  giving  us  any  trou¬ 
ble,  I  think  it  will  mean  for  us  to  go 
back  and  look  at  them  because  they  no 
longer  play  any  part  in  the  consideration 
of  the  authorizations  or  appropriations. 

Mr.  JONAS.  May  I  inquire  further 
whether  these  projects  will  assume  what¬ 
ever  priorities  are  given  to  them  by  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  President  on  some  future  oc¬ 
casion  when  a  request  for  appropria¬ 
tions  is  made? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Not  only  that, 
but  the  authorization  is  free  of  the  bill, 
the  basin  authorization.  Some  of  the 
basins  were  authorized  in  1938.  We  know 
and  realize  the  importance  of  keeping 
those  basin  authorizations  up  to  date  in 
relation  to  the  water  needs  and  require¬ 
ments  in  the  basins.  Therefore,  we  wish 
to  examine  them  frequently  and  to  see 
that  every  dollar  will  be  prudently  spent 
in  developing  the  water  needs  and  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  basins. 

Mr.  JONAS.  As  I  understand  the  bill,  • 
it  contains  authorization  about  a  half 
billion  dollars  specifically  for  those 
basins;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  $469  million 
for  basins. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Are  these  projects  re¬ 
quired  to  be  authorized  now? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  would  like  to  make  one 
other  comment,  if  I  may.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  figures  previously  cited  by  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama,  there  are  out¬ 


standing  now  about  $10  billion  in  author¬ 
izations  for  public  works  projects.  This 
bill  would  increase  that  total  by  $1.5  bil¬ 
lion.  Who  determines  the  order  in  which 
these  projects  are  to  be  funded  in  the 
future?  That  is,  who  makes  the  initial 
determination?  Some  future  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  subject,  of 
course,  to  being  overridden  by  Congress; 
but  do  they  all  stand  in  line?  Are  they 
given  equal  treatment?  Or  is  there  a 
question  of  selectivity  involved? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  think  we 
have  been  very  careful  in  establishing  a 
priority  arrangement  and  method  of 
considering  these  prospectuses.  We  do 
have  a  need  requirement. 

Mr.  JONAS.  What  I  mean  is,  in  the 
future  will  the  administration  pick  out  a 
previously  authorized  project  and  put  it 
ahead  of  these,  or  might  it  select  one  of 
these  projects  and  put  it  ahead  of  a  pre¬ 
viously  authorized  project? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  could  not 
speak  for  future  administrations  any 
more  than  I  could  speak  for  future  ac¬ 
tions  of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
on  which  the  gentleman  serves. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  way  these  matters 
are  generally  handled,  the  States  and  the 
communities  make  their  requests  for 
money  and  construction  activation  of  the 
authorization,  and  they  make  their  case 
as  to  why  they  believe  it  is  necessary  to 
give  certain  projects  high  priority.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  then  sorts  the  proj¬ 
ects  out  on  an  annual  basis.  They  then 
send  it  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Washington.  Then  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  takes  a  look  at  it.  I  think  there 
is  excellent  protection  to  try  to  make 
sure  the  projects  are  handled  on  their 
merits  rather  than  on  a  political  basis. 

Mr.  JONAS.  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
should  do  something  with  the  $10  billion 
in  outstanding  authorizations  before  au¬ 
thorizing  a  new  group  of  projects  involv¬ 
ing  another  $1V2  billion. 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  S. 
3710,  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  and  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1968. 

I  strongly  support  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  210  in  the  bill,  to  end  all  entrance 
fees  at  Army  Engineer  lakes  in  March  of 
1970,  and  to  impose  limitations  now  on 
user  fees  collected  at  these  lakes. 

The  user  fee  limitation,  which  the  bill 
would  make  effective  on  its  final  enact¬ 
ment,  will  guarantee  without  further  de¬ 
lay  free  access  to  and  use  of  the  waters 
for  fishermen,  boatsmen  and  others. 

This  restores  for  the  public  the  free 
access  for  recreational  purposes  which 
was  guaranteed  in  most  authorizing 
legislation  for  Army  Engineer  projects. 

The  bill  should  be  passed  by  unani¬ 
mous  vote. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  rivers 
and  harbors  bill  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
Nation  and  should  be  passed  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority  vote. 

The  provisions  of  this  bill  assure  con¬ 
tinued  authorization  of  funds  to  cany 
on  urgent  flood  control  measures,  develop 
water  and  power  facilities,  and  provide 


for  navigation  benefiting  many  States  of 
the  Union. 

Oklahoma  is  one  of  those  States  vitally 
interested  in  navigation’s  development 
on  both  the  Arkansas  River  and  the  Red 
River.  This  bill  assures  progress  on  both 
of  these  great  navigation  projects,  and 
is  tremendously  important  to  our  States’ 
industrial  and  economic  future.  I  com¬ 
mend  the  committee  for  its  recom¬ 
mendations  in  S.  3710. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  note  the  bill,  in 
section  210,  provides  for  an  end  to  en¬ 
trance  fees  at  Army  Engineer  public 
recreation  areas,  not  later  than  March 
31,  1970. 

The  same  provision  assures  that  user 
fees  at  these  lakes,  following  enactment 
and  Presidential  approval  of  S.  3710,  will 
no  longer  be  used  to  deny  access  to  and 
use  of  wafer  areas.  Picnic  areas,  lightly 
developed  shorelands,  scenic  drives  and 
many  other  areas  of  our  lakes  would  be 
freed  from  these  user  fees. 

For  the  fisherman,  for  the  family  on  a 
picnic,  for  the  sightseer  and  the  boats- 
man,  our  lakes  will  once  again  be  free — 
as  was  provided  by  law  when  most  of 
these  Army  Engineer  dams  were  con¬ 
structed. 

Many  of  us  in  Oklahoma  have  been 
working  for  this  day  for  a  long  time.  I 
am  happy  to  see  the  House  will  now 
vote  its  will,  and  feel  sure  S.  3710  will  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems 
incredible  to  me  that,  faced  with  the 
current  financial  crisis  at  home  and 
abroad  which  caused  this  House  to  pass 
a  mandated  $6  billion  expenditure  cut, 
we  should  now  be  authorizing  more  than 
one  and  a  half  billion  dollars  for  rivers 
and  harbors  projects. 

I  find  it  very  disturbing  that  the  House 
should  blithely  slap  the  middle-income 
taxpayer  with  a  10-percent  surcharge, 
and  then  pass  huge  authorizations  and 
appropriations  for  nonessential  expendi¬ 
tures  of  this  type.  When  taken  with  the 
gigantic  public  works  and  highway  bills 
just  recently  passed,  it  makes  one  doubt 
the  sincerety  of  those  who  have  been 
making  such  a  flamboyant  case  for  econ¬ 
omy  in  Government,  particularly  those 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  Where  are 
all  those  economy-minded  Congressmen 
today,  may  I  ask? 

The  economy  bloc  seems  to  arouse 
itself  only  over  essential  social  pro¬ 
grams  for  health,  education,  job  train¬ 
ing,  and  antipoverty  efforts  which  are 
vital  to  strengthening  the  fabric  of  our 
society  and  particularly,  our  most  impor¬ 
tant  resource,  human  beings.  When  it 
comes  to  the  pork  barrel,  they  are  all 
in  hiding. 

I  am  sure  that  the  $1.5  billion  au¬ 
thorized  in  this  bill  could  be  better 
spent  on  truly  essential  programs  or  at 
least  deferred  to  offset  the  need  for  the 
inequitable  tax  surcharge  earlier  passed. 
I  am  sure  many  of  the  projects  are  meri¬ 
torious,  but  in  this  time  of  crisis,  none 
of  them  could  really  be  rated  as  priority 
items. 

I  am  strongly  opposed  to  this  au¬ 
thorization  and  hope,  vainly  I  know,  that 
it  will  be  soundly  defeated. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  S.  3710  in¬ 
cludes  an  authorization  for  a  project  of 
great  importance  to  the  State  of  Dela¬ 
ware.  The  Delawai'e  coast  beach  erosion 
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control  and  hurricane  protection  project 
will  supplant  the  existing  temporary 
State-Federal  effort  with  a  more  compre¬ 
hensive  long-range  project  designed  to 
strengthen  the  beaches  against  erosion 
resulting  from  normal  tidal  action  and 
the  more  severe  effects  of  storms  and 
hurricanes. 

The  Delaware  Atlantic  coast  has  long 
suffered  from  the  effects  of  tide  and 
storm.  Over  the  last  half  century,  for 
example,  Rehoboth  has  seen  almost  a 
city  block  along  the  ocean  front  fall 
prey  to  the  sea,  and  a  number  of  older 
structures  on  the  beach  have  been  moved 
inland  to  escape  the  ocean’s  encroach¬ 
ment. 

Delawareans  vividly  recall  the  March 
1962  storm  which  swept  the  Middle  At¬ 
lantic  coast  causing  loss  of  life  and  prop¬ 
erty  damage  in  the  millions.  Lasting 
through  several  successive  high  tides,  the 
storm  caused  widespread  flooding  of 
marshlands  along  the  Delaware  Bay,  iso¬ 
lating  bayside  communities  and  requir¬ 
ing  emergency  evacuation  of  residents  of 
several.  Even  more  severe  was  the  de¬ 
struction  wrought  along  the  ocean 
coast — the  area  covered  by  the  project 
authorized  under  the  bill.  Damage  to 
structures  fronting  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
and  the  Rehoboth,  Indian  River,  and 
Assa woman  Bays  was  extensive;  the 
dimes  protecting  areas  beyond  the 
beaches  were  flattened;  the  beaches, 
themselves,  were  scoured  clean  of  their 
sand,  leaving  only  the  underlying  clay 
deposits;  the  narrow  stretch  of  sandy 
beach  reaching  from  Dewey  Beach  to 
Fenwick  Island — nearly  three-quarters 
of  the  project  area — was  breached  at 
several  points.  The  State  of  Delaware  in 
cooperation  with  the  Army  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers'  immediately  initiated  measures 
to  stabilize  the  weakened  beaches  and 
rebuild  them.  These  efforts,  which  have 
continued  during  the  past  6  years,  have 
proved  successful  in  preventing  further 
severe  damage  to  the  beaches. 

In  January  1963  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee  by  resolution  author¬ 
ized  a  study  to  determine  the  proper  ac¬ 
tion  to  reclaim  and  preserve  the  storm- 
ravaged  area.  As  a  result  of  the  study, 
it  was  determined  that  the  24.5-mile-long 
Atlantic  coast  of  Delaware  from  historic 
Cape  Henlopen  to  Fenwick  Island  on  the 
Delaware-Maryland  border  required  sub¬ 
stantial  upgrading  to  prevent  further 
deterioration.  The  project  in  this  bill  is 
designed  to  take  up  where  the  short-term 
measures  of  recent  years  leave  off.  It  will 
supplant  these  efforts  with  a  long-range 
program  of  beach  widening  and  dune 
construction  to  strengthen  the  ocean 
coast  against  storm  and  tide. 

The  benefits  of  this  needed  project  ex¬ 
tend  well  beyond  the  borders  of  the  State 
of  Delaware,  for  the  project  area  includes 
communities  which  annually  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  weekenders  and  vaca¬ 
tioners  come  from  the  nearby  Wash¬ 
ington,  Baltimore,  and  Philadelphia 
metropolitan  areas.  It  is  an  important 
recreational  asset  of  the  entire  Middle 
Altantic  area  which  should  and  must  be 
preserved  and  enhanced  for  present  and 
future  generations. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  merits 
the  appreciation  of  the  people  of  Dela¬ 


ware  and,  indeed,  all  who  visit  the  Dela¬ 
ware  shore  resorts,  for  its  early  and  fa¬ 
vorable  action  in  reporting  this  important 
project  intact,  and  I  am  hopeful  that  it 
will  be  possible  for  us  to  move  forward 
to  reclaim,  preserve,  and  develop  the  Del¬ 
aware  coast  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 

Much  credit  is  due  my  distinguished 
colleague  in  the  other  body,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Delaware.  Since  1963  he 
has  worked  hard  to  see  this  needed  proj  - 
ect  realized.  His  initiative  and  hard  work 
are  in  large  measure  responsible  for  the 
early  and  favorable  action  on  this  project 
of  importance  to  Delaware  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  neighboring  States. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
that  the  House  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  S.  3710,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the  point 
of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  307,  nays  85,  not  voting  40,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  253] 

YEAS— 307 


Abernethy 

Cramer 

Grover 

Adair 

Cunningham 

Gubser 

Addabbo 

Daddario 

Gurney 

Albert 

Daniels 

Hagan 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Haley 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Hall 

Andrews, 

Dawson 

Halleck 

N.  Dak. 

Delaney 

Halpern 

Annunzio 

Dellenback 

Hamilton 

Ashbrook 

Denney 

Hammer- 

Ashmore 

Dent 

schmidt 

Asplnall 

Dickinson 

Hanley 

Ayres 

Diggs 

Hanna 

Baring 

Dingell 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Barrett 

Dole 

Hardy 

Bates 

Donohue 

Harrison 

Battin 

Dorn 

Harsha 

Belcher 

Dow 

Hathaway 

Bell 

Dowdy 

Hawkins 

Bennett 

Downing 

Hays 

Berry 

Dulski 

Hebert 

Bevill 

Duncan 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Blackburn 

Eckhardt 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Blatnik 

Edmondson 

Helstoski 

Boggs 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Henderson 

Bolling 

Edwards,  La. 

Hicks 

Bolton 

Eilberg 

Hosmer 

Brasco 

Erlenborn 

Howard 

Bray 

Esch 

Hull 

Brinkley 

Evans,  Colo. 

Hungate 

Brock 

Everett 

Ichord 

Brooks 

Fallon 

Irwin 

Brotzman 

Farbsteln 

Jarman 

Brown,  Calif. 

Fascell 

Joe  Ison 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Feighan 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Burke,  Pla. 

Findley 

Jones,  Ala. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Fisher 

Jones,  Mo. 

Burleson 

Flood 

Jones,  N.C. 

Burton,  Calif. 

Flynt 

Karsten 

Burton,  Utah 

Foley 

Karth 

Bush 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Kazen 

Button 

Ford, 

Kee 

Byrne,  Pa. 

William  D. 

Keith 

Cabell 

Fountain 

Kelly 

Carter 

Friedel 

Kirwan 

Casey 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Kleppe 

Cederberg 

Fuqua 

Kluczynski 

Celler 

Galifianakis 

Kyi 

Clark 

Garmatz 

Laird 

Clausen, 

Gathings 

Langen 

Don  H. 

Gettys 

Lennon 

Clawson,  Del 

Gibbons 

Lipscomb 

Cleveland 

Gilbert 

Lloyd 

Cohelan 

Gonzalez 

McCarthy 

Colmer 

Gray 

McCloskey 

Conable 

Green,  Oreg. 

McClure 

Corman 

Green,  Pa. 

McDonald, 

Cowger 

Griffin 

Mich. 

McEwen 

Perkins 

Sisk 

McFall 

Pettis 

Skubltz 

McMillan 

Philbin 

Slack 

Macdonald, 

Pickle 

Smith,  Iowa 

Mass. 

Pike 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Machen 

Poage 

Smith,  Okla. 

Mahon 

Podeil 

Snyder 

Mailliard 

Pollock 

Springer 

Martin 

Price,  IU. 

Staggers 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Price,  Tex. 

Stanton 

Mathias,  Md. 

Pryor 

Steed 

Matsunaga 

Purcell 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Mayne 

Quie 

Stubblefield 

Meeds 

Quillen 

Stuckey 

Meskiil 

Randall 

Sullivan 

Michel 

Rees 

Taylor 

MilleT,  Calif. 

Reifel 

Teague,  Calif. 

Miller,  Ohio 

Reinecke 

Teague,  Tex. 

Mills 

Reuss 

Tenzer 

Mink 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Thompson.  N.J. 

Mize 

Riegle 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Monagan 

Rivers 

Tiernan 

Montgomery 

Roberts 

Tunney 

Moore 

Robison 

Udall 

Moorhead 

Rodino 

UHman 

Morgan 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Van  Deerlin 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Vander  Jagt 

Morton 

Ronan 

Vigorito 

Mosher  . 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Waldie 

Moss 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Watson 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Rosenthal 

Watts 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Rostenkowski 

White 

Myers 

Roth 

Whitener 

Natcher 

Roudebush 

Whitten 

Nedzi 

Roush 

Wiggins 

Nelsen 

Roybal 

Willis 

Nichols 

Ruppe 

Wilson,  Bob 

Nix 

St  Germain 

Wilson, 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

St.  Onge 

Charles  H. 

Olsen 

Schadeberg 

Winn 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Scherle 

Wright 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Schwengel 

Wyatt 

Passman 

Scott 

Young 

Patman 

Selden 

Zablocki 

Patten 

Shipley 

Zion 

Felly 

Shriver 

Zwach 

Pepper 

Sikes 

Abbitt. 

NAYS — 85 

Griffiths 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Adams 

Gross 

Rumsfeld 

Arends 

Gude 

Ryan 

Betts 

Harvey 

Satterfield 

Biester 

Horton 

Saylor 

Bingham 

Hunt 

Scheuer 

Bow 

Hutchinson 

Schneebell 

Brademas 

Jacobs 

Schweiker 

Broomfield 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Stafford 

Brown,  Mich. 

Jonas 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Kastenmeier 

Stratton 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

King,  N.Y. 

Taft 

Buchanan 

Kupferman 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Kuykendall 

Tuck 

Cahill 

Kyros 

Vanik 

Carey 

Latta 

Walker 

Chamberlain 

Long,  Md. 

Wampler 

Clancy 

Lukens 

Watkins 

Collier 

McClory 

Whalen 

Conte 

McCulloch 

Whalley 

Corbett 

McDade 

Widnall 

Curtis 

Marsh 

Williams,  Pa. 

Derwinski 

Minish 

Wolff 

Devine 

O'Konski 

Wydler 

Dwyer 

Ottinger 

Wylie 

Eshleman 

Pirnie 

Wyman 

Fraser 

Poff 

Yates 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Pucinski 

Goodling 

Reid,  HI. 

NOT  VOTING — 40 

Anderson, 

Giaimo 

Minshall 

Tenn. 

Goodell 

Morse,  Mass. 

Ashley 

Hansen,  Idaho 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Blanton 

Herlong 

Railsback 

Boland 

Holifield 

Rarick 

Conyers 

Holland 

Re  snick 

Culver 

King,  Calif. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

de  la  Garza 

Kornegay 

Sandman 

Edwards,  Calif. 

.  Landrum 

Smith,  Calif. 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Leggett 

Stephens 

Fino 

Long,  La. 

Talcott 

Frelinghuysen 

MacGregor 

Utt 

Gallagher 

Madden 

Waggonner 

Gardner 

May 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 

thereof)  the  rules  were 

suspended  and 

the  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced 

the  following 

pairs : 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Madden  with  Mr.  Fino. 
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Mr.  Giaimo  with  Mr.  Sandman. 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Goodell. 

Mr.  Holifield  with  Mr.  Morse  of  Massachu¬ 
setts. 

Mr.  Culver  with  Mr.  MacGregor. 

Mr.  Blanton  with  Mr.  Minshall. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Tennessee  with  Mr. 
Talcott. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Railsback. 

Mr.  Gallagher  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Rhodes  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr. 
Gardner. 

Mr.  Waggonner  with  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho. 
Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  with  Mrs.  May. 

Mr.  Boland  with  Mr.  Smith  of  California. 
Mr.  Conyers  with  Mr.  Resnick. 

Mr.  Rarick  with  Mr.  O’Hara  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Ashley. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  Louisiana  with  Mr. 
Stephens. 

Mr.  Holland  with  Mr.  Herlong. 

Mr.  Kornegay  with  Mr.  de  la  Garza. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania  changed 
his  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUYKENDALL  changed  his  vote 
from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  may  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
bbill  just  passed  and  include  therewith 
extraneous  matter. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


AUTHORIZING  ESTABLISHMENT  OF 
REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(S.  2515)  to  authorize  the  establishment 
of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  the 
State  of  California,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

S.  2515 

That  in  order  to  preserve  significant  ex-, 
amples  of  the  primeval  coastal  redwocyf 
(Sequoia  sempervirens)  forests  and  ime 
streams  and  seashores  with  which  theyare 
associated  for  purposes  of  public  inspiration, 
enjoyment,  and  scientific  study,  tharSecre- 
tary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  Jt o  estab¬ 
lish  an  area  to  be  known  as  thjr  Redwood 
National  Park  in  Del  Norte  amr  Humboldt 
Counties,  California.  / 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  area  to  be  included  within 
the  Redwood  National  Paries  that  generally 
depicted  on  the  map  entitled  “Proposed  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park”,  limbered  NP-RED- 
7113,  and  dated  June^)68,  copies  of  which 
map  shall  be  kept  ^lilable  for  public  in¬ 
spection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park 
Service,  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  shall 
be  filed  with  appropriate  officers  of  Del  Norte 
and  Humboldt^jounties.  The  Secretary  may 
from  time  t^ime,  with  a  view  to  carrying 
out  the  punrose  of  this  Act  and  with  partic¬ 
ular  atterhnon  to  minimizing  siltation  of  the 
streams, /damage  to  the  timber,  and  assuring 
the  preservation  of  the  scenery  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  national  park  and  seashore 
as  (^picted  on  said  map,  modify  said  bound¬ 
aries,  giving  notice  of  any  changes  involved 
therein  by  publication  of  a  revised  drawing 
/)r  boundary  description  in  the  Federal  Reg¬ 
ister  and  by  filing  said  revision  with  the  offi¬ 
cers  with  whom  the  original  map  was  filed, 
but  the  acreage  within  said  park  shall  at  no 


time  exceed  twenty-eight  thousand  five  hun¬ 
dred  acres,  exclusive  of  submerged  lands. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  the  boundaries  of 
the  park  and  seashore  shall  not  include  ex¬ 
isting  State  highways,  but  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  may  cooperate  with  appropriate 
officials  of  the  State  of  California  and  of  Del 
Norte  and  Humboldt  Counties  in  patrolling 
and  maintaining  such  roads  and  highways. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
acquire  lands  and  interests  in  land  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Redwood  National 
Park  and,  in  addition  thereto,  not  more  than 
ten  acres  outside  of  those  boundaries  for  an 
administrative  site  or  sites.  Such  acquisition 
may  be  by  donation,  purchase  with  appropri¬ 
ated  or  donated  funds,  exchange,  or  other¬ 
wise,  but  lands  and  interests  in  land  owned 
by  the  State  of  California  may  be  acquired 
only  by  donation,  and  no  other  lands  or  in¬ 
terests  in  land  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
park  shall  be  acquired  until  said  State  has 
conveyed  or  agreed  to  convey  the  lands  owned 
by  it  therein  to  the  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  this  Act.  If  any  individual  tract  or 
parcel  of  land  to  be  acquired  is  partly  inside 
and  partly  outside  said  boundaries,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may,  in  order  to  minimize  the  payment 
of  severance  damages,  acquire  the  whole  a/ 
the  tract  or  parcel,  exchange  that  part  of/ft 
which  is  outside  the  boundaries  for  lanat  or 
interests  in  land  inside  the  boundaries jfr  for 
N^her  land  or  interests  in  land  to  be  acquired 
pursuant  to  this  Act,  and  dispose  otjfo  much 
thereof  as  is  not  so  utilized  in  accordance 
withNthe  provisions  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  ANninistrative  Services  Aac  of  1949  (63 
Stat.  37*to ,  as  amended  (40  U.SfC.  471  et  seq.) . 
The  cost  of  any  land  so  acquired  and  disposed 
of  shall  not  be  charged  against  the  limita¬ 
tion  on  autiN'ized  appropriations  contained 
in  section  10  ot  this  Acjr 

(b)  The  Secretary  hr  further  authorized  to 
acquire,  as  providftdgn  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  lands  andgxnterests  in  land  border¬ 
ing  both  sides  oy  thV  highway  between  the 
present  southern  boundary  of  Prairie  Creek 
Redwoods  Stye  Park  snui  a  point  on  Red¬ 
wood  Creek  near  the  townNof  Orick  to  a  depth 
sufficient  ty  maintain  or  t\restore  a  screen 
of  trees  between  the  highwav  and  the  land 
behind ^he  screen  and  the  activities  con- 
ductecr thereon.  \ 

( cy  In  order  to  afford  as  fulDcrotection 
as  is  reasonably  possible  to  the  tinker,  soil, 
furfa  streams  within  the  boundarie^Df  the 
^park,  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  by  \ny  of 
the  means  set  out  in  subsection  (a)  oratas 
section,  to  acquire  interests  in  land  from, 
and  to  enter  into  contracts  and  cooperative 
agreements  with,  the  owners  of  land  on  th ' 
periphery  of  the  park  and  on  watersheds 
tributary  to  streams  within  the  park  designed 
to  assure  that  the  consequences  of  forestry 
management,  timbering,  land  use  and  soil 
conservation  practices  conducted  thereon,  or 
of  the  lack  of  such  practices,  will  not  ad¬ 
versely  affect  the  timber,  soil,  and  streams 
within  the  park  as  aforesaid.  As  used  in  this 
subsection,  the  term  “interests  in  land”  does 
not  include  fee  title  unless  the  Secretary 
finds  that  the  cost  of  a  necessary  less-than- 
fee  interest  would  be  disproportionately  high 
8"  compared  with  the  estimated  cost  of  the 
fee.  No  acquisition  shall  be  effectuated  except 
by  donation  and  no  contract  or  cooperative 
agreement  shall  be  executed  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  subsection 
until  sixty  days  after  he  has  notified  the 
President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  of  his  intended 
action  and  of  the  costs  and  benefits  to  the 
United  States  involved  therein. 

(d)  Upon  agreement  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  administer  the  same  as  a  part  of 
its  State  park  system,  the  Secretary  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  acquire,  by  any  of  the  means  set 
out  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the 
tract  of  land  comprising  approximately  three 
hundred  and  ninety  acres,  in  sections  5,  8,  and 


9,  township  1  north,  range  2  east,  which/is 
frequently  referred  to  as  the  Van  Dufeen 
grove  and,  upon  request  of  the  State,  to  trans¬ 
fer  title  to  said  tract  to  it  Said  titte  shall 
revert  to  the  United  States  if  the  SJrate  fails 
or  ceases  to  administer  the  land  /or  public 
park  and  recreation  purposes  or  itnt  attempts 
to  transfer  the  title  to  any  th/rd  party  for 
any  purpose.  / 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Improved  property  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  Redwofxi  National  Park 
shall  not  be  subject  to  condemnation  as  long 
as  it  conforms  to  zoniag  bylaws  established 
by  the  county  in  whioh  the  property  is  situ¬ 
ated,  which  bylaws  conform  to  standards  set 
by  the  Secretary.  Jeuch  bylaws  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  among  other  things,  (i)  to  permit  only 
such  minor  improvements  on  the  property  as 
are  compatible^  with  the  purpose  of  the  park 
and  seashoryund  (ii)  to  promote  the  purpose 
of  the  pasjK  and  seashore  by  establishing 
acreage  lunits,  frontage  and  setback  require¬ 
ments,  /and  procedures  for  giving  public 
notic^of  zoning,  variances,  and  exceptions. 

(hf  The  owner  of  improved  property  on  the 
date  of  its  acquisition  by  the  Secretary  under 
tins  Act  may,  as  a  condition  of  such  acquisi¬ 
tion,  retain  for  himself  and  his  heirs  and 
assigns  a  right  of  use  and  occupancy  of  the 
improved  property  for  noncommercial  resi¬ 
dential  purposes  for  a  definite  term  of  not 
more  than  twenty-five  years  or,  in  lieu 
thereof,  for  a  term  ending  at  the  death  of 
the  owner  or  the  death  of  his  spouse,  which¬ 
ever  is  later.  The  owner  shall  elect  the  term 
to  be  reserved.  Unless  the  property  is  wholly 
or  partially  donated  to  the  United  States, 
the  Secretary  shall  pay  the  owner  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  on  the 
date  of  acquisition  minus  the  fair 
market  value  on  that  date  of  the 
right  retained  by  the  owner.  A  right  retained 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  subject 
to  termination  by  the  Secretary  upon  his  de¬ 
termination  that  it  is  being  exercised  in  a 
manner  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  of  this 
Act,  and  it  shall  terminate  by  operation 
of  law  upon  the  Secretary’s  notifying  the 
holder  of  the  right  of  such  determination  and 
tendering  to  him  an  amount  equal  to  the 
fair  market  value  of  that  portion  of  the  right 
which  remains  unexpired. 

(c)  The  term  “improved  property”,  as  used 
in  this  section,  means  a  detached,  non¬ 
commercial  residential  dwelling,  the  con¬ 
struction  of  which  was  begun  before  Oc¬ 
tober  9,  1967,  together  with  so  much  of  the 
land  on  which  the  dwelling  is  situated,  the 
said  land  being  in  the  same  ownership  as  the 
dwelling,  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate  to 
be  reasonably  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of 
the  dwelling  for  the  sole  purpose  of  noncom- 
.  mercial  residential  use,  together  with  any 
structures  accessory  to  the  dwelling  which  are 
srkuated  on  the  land  so  designated. 

Sim  5.  In  exercising  his  authority  to  ac- 
quirev  lands  and  interests  in  land  by  ex- 
changX  under  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may 
accept  \itle  to  non-Federal  property  and 
transfer  fle  the  grantor  any  federally  owned 
property  uTuler  his  jurisdiction  in  the  State 
of  California,  except  property  needed  for 
public  use  andunanagement,  which  he  classi¬ 
fies  as  suitableVfor  exchange  or  other  dis¬ 
posal.  The  valued  of  the  properties  so  ex¬ 
changed  either  sh»U  be  approximately  equal 
or,  if  they  are  not  approximately  equal,  shall 
be  equalized  by  the  payment  of  cash  to  the 
grantor  or  to  the  Secretary  as  the  circum¬ 
stances  require.  \ 

Sec.  6.  NotwithstandingSany  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  any  Federal  property  located 
within  any  of  the  areas  described  in  sections 
2  and  3  of  this  Act  may,  witn^the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  head  of  the  agencyNaaving  cus¬ 
tody  thereof,  be  transferred  without  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  administrative  jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  for  use  by  him  in  earring  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  \ 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall  have  tt\e 
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'Same  authority  with  respect  to  contracts  for 
t^e  acquisition  of  land  and  interests  in  land 
for\the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  was  given 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  other  land 
acquisitions  by  section  34  of  the  Act  of  May 
30,  1908W35  Stat.  545,  40  U.S.C.  261)  N  and 
the  Secretary  and  the  owner  of  land  to  be 
acquired  uitoer  this  Act  may  agree  that  the 
purchase  prnto  will  be  paid  in  periodic  in¬ 
stallments  oves  a  period  that  does  not  exceed 
ten  years,  witlvVin teres t  on  the  unpaid  bal¬ 
ance  thereof  at  aSrate  which  is  not  in  excess 
of  the  current  average  market  yield  on  out¬ 
standing  marketable  obligations  of  the 
United  States  with  ^remaining  periods  to 
maturity  comparable  t\the  average  maturi¬ 
ties  on  the  installment^ 

(b)  Judgments  against \lie  United  States 
for  amounts  in  excess  of  theycleposit  in  court 
made  in  condemnation  actions  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  section  1302  of  the 
Act  of  July  27,  1956  (70  Stat.  694),  as 
amended  (31  U.S.C.  724a)  and  the  Act  of 
June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  979),  as  amended  (28 
U.S.C.  2414,  2517) . 

Sec.  8.  The  present  practice  of  thfNCali- 
fornia  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
of  maintaining  memorial  groves  of  redwc 
trees  named  for  benefactors  of  the  State  reJ 
wood  parks  shall  be  continued  by  the  Sec-\ 
retary  in  the  Redwood  National  Park. 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the 
Redwood  National  Park  and  Seashore  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535,  16  U.S.C.  1-4), 
as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  not  more  than  $56,750,000  for 
acquisition  of  lands  and  interests  in  land 
pursuant  to  section  3  of  this  Act  and  not 
more  than  $10,000,000  for  necessary  develop¬ 
ments  within  the  Redwood  National  Park. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  Is  a  second  demanded? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  second. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor] 
has  demanded  a  second.  Is  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  opposed  to  the 
bill? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  In  its  present  form  I 
am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  qualifies. 

Without  objection,  a  second  will  be 
considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yielj 
myself  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  gj^en 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  lys  re¬ 
marks)  . 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speak#',  as  I 
begin  the  discussion  on  this /nportant 
bill,  may  I  say  first  of  all  that  what  we 
do  here  at  this  time  is  not  i 6  finalize  our 
action  on  the  redwood  Mill.  That  final 
work  will  be  done  inVconference  and 
then  finally,  after  cornerence,  by  House 
action  on  the  conference  report. 

I  wish  to  say  that  I  personally  shall 
try  to  find  in  conference  the  answers  by 
which  the  acreage  can  be  increased  to  a 
reasonable  ana  logical  amount. 

Final  committee  action,  and  now  this 
House  action,  have  had  to  await  con¬ 
gressional  approval  of  the  land  and 
water  conservation  fund  bill  which  has 
been  Zgned  today  at  a  ceremony  held, 
because  of  work  here  in  the  House,  with¬ 
out  those  legislative  architects  primarily 


responsible  for  the  legislation  unable  to 
attend  the  signing  ceremony. 

With  the  land  and  water  conservation 
bill  being  finally  approved,  there  is  made 
available  within  the  next  5  years  ap¬ 
proximately  $400  million  of  which  $276 
million  is  already  pledged  and  legislative 
priorities  for  expenditures  established. 
As  we  consider  the  bills  on  the  calendar 
today  and  those  yet  remaining  before 
the  committee  we  are  considering  an¬ 
other  $150  million  to  $200  million  of 
authorization.  Accordingly,  we  must 
consider  all  of  the  equities  and  priori¬ 
ties  now  established  and  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  in  considering  redwood  legislation. 
There  is  just  so  much  money  and  that 
amount  of  money  must  be  considered  in 
the  time  elements  fair  to  all  parts  of  the 
Nation. 

Some  may  object  to  the  procedure  of 
consideration  now  being  followed  in  the 
discussion  of  this  legislation.  However, 
under  existing  situations  with  the  drive 
toward  adjournment,  this  is  the  only 
sure  way  we  have  of  getting  a  redwoods 
vbill  passed  this  Congress — and  that  must 
done  for  all  parties  concerned. 

Ir.  Speaker,  the  Committee  on  Iny 
teriV  and  Insular  Affairs  brings  befop 
the  House  today  three  major  pieces/of 
legislation  in  the  field  of  parks  and/out- 
door  recVeation.  I  want  to  start  a H  my 
remarks  W .  offering  my  thank?  to  all 
members  of  the  committeeVwithout 
their  help  itVould  have  beer/impossible 
for  us  to  do  N?is.  I  want Specially  to 
thank  the  chairSian  of  our  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  National  Narks  /id  Recreation, 
the  Honorable  RoNa/Taylor,  and  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  HonoraJfieSJoHN  p.  Saylor. 
Both  of  these  coll/igueNpf  ours  are  ex¬ 
perienced  in  this/neld  of  legislation,  and 
both  have  devoted  long  a\d  strenuous 
hours  of  worknistening  to  witnesses  here 
in  Washington  and  in  the  fie^d,  trying 
to  understand  issues,  reconcilin')!  differ¬ 
ences  of/opinion,  and  working  mat  the 
details/of  the  bills  in  such  a  waySfhat 
they  jvould  honestly  reflect  the  thinking 
of  tito  committee  and  wTork  for  the  gw 
of/zhe  country.  But  for  their  work  anJ 
operation,  we  would  not  have  a  Red- 
'wood  National  Park  bill  before  the 
House  today  and  we  would  not  have  a 
scenic  rivers  bill  or  a  national  trails  bill, 
for  all  three  of  these  proposals  have  had 
elements  of  controversy  about  them  that 
it  was  essential  be  resolved  as  fully  and 
fairly  as  possible. 

It  has  long  been  evident  that  a  red¬ 
wood  park  would  be  a  valuable  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  collection  of  national  assets 
that  we  refer  to  as  the  national  park 
system.  This  is  so,  not  because  the  State 
of  California  has  been  doing  less  than 
a  good  job  in  preserving  some  of  "the 
superlative  groves  of  redwoods  that  still 
exist,  but  because  more  ought  to  be 
done  than  it  is  fair  to  expect  the  State 
to  do  by  itself  and  because  the  redwoods 
are,  after  all,  as  much  a  unique  heritage 
of  our  whole  generation,  regardless  of 
where  we  live,  as  is  the  Grand  Canyon 
or  the  sequoias  or  Old  Faithful  or  any 
other  of  a  dozen  or  two  dozen  of  the 
natural  wonders  of  the  Western  Hemis¬ 
phere  that  you  or  I  could  mention. 


Whether  there  should  be  a  Redwood 
National  Park  has  never  been  a  big 
or  a  controversial  question  in  the  mind 
of  most  of  us.  Our  two  big  problems, 
rather,  have  been  first  where  the /ark 
should  be  and  second,  how  large  it  ?nould 
be.  These,  I  may  add,  have  been  prob¬ 
lems  not  only  for  us  on  the  committee 
but  for  everybody  else  who  ha?  interested 
himself  in  this  legislation-^or  the  con¬ 
servation  organizations,  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  ancLfts  agencies,  for 
the  State,  for  the  two  /bounties  that  are 
involved,  and  for  the  landowners  af¬ 
fected.  There  is  no  need  to  do  more  than 
mention  some  of  me  subsidiary  contro¬ 
versies  that  thessrl two  questions  involved 
and  that  had  tome  resolved :  Whether  the 
park  should  be  exclusively  in  Del  Norte 
County  or/  exclusively  in  Humboldt 
County  oyin  both;  whether  it  should 
encompaZ  the  whole  or  a  large  part  of 
a  singl?  watershed — Mill  Creek,  for  in- 
stancaf  or  Redwood  Creek — or  whether  it 
would  be  better  to  include  parts  of  sev¬ 
eral  watersheds;  whether  it  should  be 
j^garded  almost  exclusively  in  the  light 
)f  its  preservation  objectives  or  whether 
emphasis  should  also  be  placed  on  out¬ 
door  recreation  values;  whether  and,  if 
so,  how  its  creation  could  be  reconciled 
with  the  economy  of  the  area  in  which  it 
is  located — and  by  this  I  mean  not  so 
much  the  business  interests  of  the  four 
ipajor  timber  companies  that  are  operat¬ 
ing  in  the  area  as  I  do  the  jobs  of  their 
employees  and  the  tax  base  of  the  com¬ 
munities  in  which  they  are  operating — 
and,  just  to  bring  this  recitation  to  a 
close,  how  far  above  or  below  the  Budget 
Bureau’s  ceiling  on  land  acquisition  costs 
for  this  enterprise  we  would  be  justified 
in  going.  For  a  while,  it  looked  as  though 
these  problems  might  be  insurmountable. 
But  I  think  I  can  say  that  we  have 
worked  out  a  bill  which,  though  it  will 
not  leave  many  people  fully  satisfied,  will 
give  us  a  Redwood  National  Park  that 
will  be  a  worthy  addition  to  the  national 
park  system,  it  will  not  exceed  the  Budget 
Bureau  ceiling  in  cost,  and  will  not  crip¬ 
ple  the  economy  of  either  Del  Norte  or 
Humboldt  County  or  anyone  operating  in 
.them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  going  to  leave  it  to 
mlv  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  who  is  chairman  of  our  Sub¬ 
committee  on  National  Parks  and  Rec¬ 
reation,  to  tell  the  House  about  the  de¬ 
tails  of \he  committee  amendment.  Let 
me  give  ydu  the  overall  figures,  however: 
Our  bill  calls  for  a  national  park  con¬ 
taining  a  boot  28,400  acres,  of  which 
about  18,500  >acres  are  primeval  red¬ 
wood  land — lanclffhat  has  never  been  cut. 
The  park  will  contain  the  tallest  trees  on 
the  face  of  the  globe,  as  far  as  we  know, 
and  it  will  contain  trees  the  average  age 
of  which  is  800  years  N:  more.  I  may  add 
parenthetically  that  80S  years  is  a  ripe 
old  age  for  anybody  mjd  that  2,200 
years — the  estimated  age\of  a  few  of 
these  trees — might  well  mase  Methuse¬ 
lah  envious.  It  will  be  madeNap  in  part 
of  land  that  is  now  in  two  State  parks 
and  that  will  have  to  be  donated 
to  the  Government.  The  remainder  of 
the  area,  about  9,900  acres,  will  haV  to 
be  purchased.  It  also  contains  aboutv4 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  farm  bill.  House  passed  foreigXaid  authorization  bill 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Began  consideration  of  S.  3590,  to  extend  and  improve  legislation 
for  maintaining  farm  income,  stabilizing  prices  and  assuring  adequate  supplies 
^  Agricultural  commodities  (pp.  S8939-44).  Sen.  Ellender  said  this  is  aN^iniple 
year  extension  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act,  with  some  minor  changes  aqd 
isked  the  Senate  to  approve  this  legislation  without  delay.  pp«  S8939-44 


-2- 

0  OCEANOGRAPHY.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  with  amendmahts 
H.y.  13781,  authorizing  funds  for  sea-grant  colleges  and  ocean  exploration 
(S.  Rept.  1439).  p.  S8845 

3.  TRADE  FAIRS.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  Ry7 18340,  to 
amend  the\Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  to  provide  for  continuation  of  authority 
to  develop^'American  flag  carriers  and  promote  the  foreign  commerce  of  the  U.  S. 
through  the  \se  of  mobile  trade  fairs  (S.  Rept.  1441).  p.  S884j 

METRIC  SYSTEM.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  3136,  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  a  study  to  determine  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  increased  use  of  the  metric  system  ijfi  the  United  States 
(S.  Rept.  1442).  p.\S8845 

5.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3710,  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 

tion,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors 
for  navigation,  flood  control  (pp.  S8864-70).  House  conferees  have  not  been 
appointed.  _ 

6.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Fannin  Wei's  appointed  as  a  conferee  on  S.  20,  to  provide 

for  a  comprehensive  review  of  national  water  resource  problems  and  programs,  in 
place  of  Sen.  Allot  who  asked  to  excused  from  serving,  p.  S8921 

7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendment^. jf'.  R.  17023,  the  independent  offices  and 

HUD  appropriation  bill  (pp.  S8909-38)  .  \Conferees  were  appointed  for  the  Senate 
(p.  S8938).  House  conferees  have  not/  been  appointed. 

Sen.  Bennett  urged  approval  of  the  Bonnteville  unit  of  the  central  Utah  public 
works  project  included  in  the  public  works  appropriation  bill.  pp.  S8889-90 


8.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Gruening  discussed  the  need  f< 
in  Alaska's  Glacier  Bay  National  Monument  area( 


additional  visitor  facilities 
>p.  S8878-9 


9,  TRADE.  The  Commerce  Commit/ee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

S.  927,  to  make  unlawful /certain  discriminatory  property  tax  assessments  of 
common  carrier  property/( amended) .  p.  D702 

10.  HIGHWAYS.  Sen.  Monrorfey  commended  the  inclusion  in  the  highway  authorization 

bill  of  the  provision  to  prohibit  the  construction  of  any  toll  highway  on  the 
Interstate  Highway  System  after  June  30,  1968,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Trans¬ 
portation  makesyan  affirmative  finding  that  a  toll  facility  ratsher  than  a  free 
facility  is  in/the  public  interest,  pp.  S8855-6 

11.  MAIL.  Sen.  Monroney  expressed  concern  over  the  requirement  in  the  t^ax  bill 

that  the  Post  Office  begin  to  reduce  employment,  stating  "the  Post  Orifice 
cannot  <y>ntinue  all  services  at  their  present  level,  and  also  absorb  aH  increase 
in  mai y  volume,  with  fewer  employees  to  do  the  work."  pp.  S8856-7 

Sen.  Brewster  supported  legislation  exempting  the  Post  Office  Department 
froca  the  requirement  to  reduce  employment.  p.  S8889 
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lome  and  abroad.  As  you  know,  this  is  an 
acreasingly  controversial  subject  these  days, 
and  I  have  made  no  effort  to  conceal  my  own 
position  which  I  suspect  is  at  variance  with 
that  some  in  this  room.  If  you  find  me 
speaking  out  perhaps  somewhat  bluntly 
for  my  own  point  of  view,  I  hope  you  will 
excuse  it  as  further  evidence  of  my  being  a 
banker  ana.  not  a  political  aspirant  who 
would  ever  strengthen  any  of  your  state 
tickets ! 

For  the  past  \0  years,  our  system  of  in¬ 
ternational  trades,  and  monetary  arrange¬ 
ments  has  performed  remarkably  well,  I 
think,  considering  that  some  120  sovereign 
nations  are  involved  in  the  operation.  But 
now  monetary  and  trade  complications  are 
threatening  to  run  aheadNof  remedies. 

I  believe  the  current  monetary  difficulties 
could  actually  prove  healtlmil  in  the  long 
run  as  nations  find  in  this  cnsis  the  will  to 
move  forward  with  reforms  thavare  clearly  in 
order,  particularly  the  creation  o\new  inter¬ 
national  reserves.  However,  no  reforms  or  in¬ 
novations  can  save  the  system  if  Nsey  na¬ 
tions  like  the  United  States  will  npt — in 
their  own  self-interest — pursue  non-Vnfla- 
tionary  fiscal  and  monetary  policies  at  a 
time  of  high  employment  when  prices  are 
rising  steeply,  imports  are  being  sucked  ii 
and  exports  are  hard-pressed. 

Here  at  home,  I  certainly  hope  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  will  face  up  to  its 
responsibilities  this  week  and  pass  the  bill 
to  increase  taxes  and  cut  back  on  expendi¬ 
tures.  I  know  of  no  single  step  that  would 
do  more  to  restore  confidence  in  the  dollar 
throughout  the  world  than  prompt  approval 
of  a  tax  increase. 

The  system  we  are  trying  to  save  could 
also  be  undone  by  misguided  moves  in  trade 
policy.  There  is  a  danger  today  that  the  lib¬ 
eral  policies  of  our  own  nation  and  of  our 
trading  partners  could  be  turned  around  in 
short-sighted  efforts  to  obtain  temporary 
trading  advantages  or  to  benefit  particular 
industries. 

The  disappointing  trade  figures  for  the 
first  few  months  of  this  year  should  not  ob¬ 
scure  the  fact  that  in  the  past  20  years,  the 
United  States  has  exported  some  $80  billion 
more  than  we  have  bought  from  the  rest  of 
the  world.  These  surpluses  were  one  of  the 
few  bright  spots  in  our  balance  of  payments 
which,  in  17  of  the  past  18  years,  has  been 
in  deficit.  This  means,  of  course,  that  we 
have  been  spending  more  dollars  overseas 
than  we  earned  from  trade  and  from  other 
black-ink  entries  in  our  account  book.  The 
biggest  outflow  was  for  national  security 
purposes.  And,  after  all,  that  is  one  of  the/ 
things  money  is  for — to  defend  freedom, 
make  the  world  a  little  less  dangerous/  a 
little  more  hopeful. 

There  is  no  question  about  our  ability  to 
expand  exports  if  we  restrain  inflation  at 
home  and  vigorously  seek  market^  abroad. 
There  is,  unfortunately,  grave  questioning 
around  the  world  as  to  whether/we  will  fol¬ 
low  this  course  or  repeat  the  rnistakes  of  a 
dreary  past  and  return  to  protectionism. 

Last  fall,  almost  before  Jme  ink  was  dry 
on  the  Kennedy  Round  of  trade  negotiations, 
a  drive  began  in  Congres/ to  impose  a  grid  of 
import  quotas  on  Americas  foreign  trade. 

In  the  face  of  this  threat,  I  joined  with  a 
group  of  business  1/aders  from  all  parts  of 
the  United  States/in  the  Emergency  Com¬ 
mittee  for  American  Trade.  We  came  to¬ 
gether  to  prote/rt  the  only  trade  policy  that 
has  given  our  .Country  genuine  protection. 

The  Committee  now  consists  of  more  than 
fifty  of  America’s  leading  businessmen 
whose  companies  have  plants  in  every  state 
of  the  /nation.  For  example,  in  Alabama, 
there  is  International  Paper;  in  Arkansas, 
Sin  gar,  Boise  Cascade,  McDonnell-Douglas, 
tinental  Can  and  others;  in  Louisiana, 
eing  and  West  Virginia  Pulp  and  Paper; 
Florida,  Quaker  Oats  and  Honeywell;  in 
/Georgia,  Scott  Paper;  and  in  North  Caro¬ 


lina,  IBM.  Texas  Instruments  is  a  founding 
member.  The  list  is  a  long  one  but  it  is  not 
the  number  or  economic  significance  of  our 
membership  that  should  bear  on  the  issue 
but,  rather,  the  soundness  of  our  reasoning. 

Like  any  other  businessmen,  the  members 
of  the  Emergency  Committee  do  not  relish 
disagreement  with  some  of  their  colleagues. 
Indeed,  we  are  anything  but  unsympathetic 
to  industries  that  face  real  problems  in  meet¬ 
ing  foreign  competition.  We  recognize  that 
this  is  not  an  ideal  world  and  that  it  may 
not  be  possible  for  the  United  States  to  fol¬ 
low,  fully  and  easily,  the  instructions  that 
Robert  Toombs  issued  to  William  L.  Yancey 
and  the  other  two  special  commissioners  to 
Europe.  They  were  to  say  about  the  Con¬ 
federate  States  that  “in  their  traffic  with 
foreign  countries,  they  intend  to  act  upon 
that  wise  maxim  of  political  economy:  ‘Buy 
where  you  can  buy  cheapest  and  sell  where 
you  can  sell  dearest’.” 

What  we  cannot  believe,  however,  is  that 
a  wave  of  protectionism  here,  followed 
promptly  by  retaliation  from  abroad  possibly 
touching  off  a  trade  war,  can  be  anything 
but  a  misfortune  for  all  Americans. 

There  are  few  Southerners  who  are  not 
familiar  with  the  earlier  failures  of  protec¬ 
tionism.  In  1930,  tariffs  on  dutiable  goods 
yvere  raised  to  an  average  of  over  50  per  cent.' 
7e  tried  to  protect  our  industires,  other 
nations  tried  to  protect  theirs — and  the  /ace 
waA.  on.  As  Secretary  of  State  Cordelj/Hull 
cornrhented  some  years  later: 

“Through  that  ill-starred  action,  We  helped 
to  set  into  motion  a  vicious  spiral/Sf  retalia¬ 
tion  and\counter-retaliation,  apd  to  start 
a  race  forSA  forcible  contraction  of  inter¬ 
national  trade  on  a  stupendous  scale.  .  .  . 
Our  export  trShe  became  the  victim  of  the 
formidable  arraVof  economic  armament  cre¬ 
ated  by  other  nations,  riust  as  the  export 
trade  of  other  natrons  became  the  victim  of 
our  thrust  into  Nje  heights  of  super¬ 
protectionism.” 

American  export^  dropped  to  $2  billion 
annually!  To  the  pouth,  this  meant  five-cent 
cotton  and  the/strangling,  of  new  industry. 

In  1934,  Sepfetary  Hull’sVeciprooal  trade 
program  perniitted  us  to  bargain  with  other 
nations  to  /ower  tariffs  and  prohibit  quotas. 
His  program  worked  and  in  the'intervening 
years  we^have  gone  from  $2  billion^  annually 
in  experts  to  more  than  $30  bill! 

Tlip  progressive  opening  of  world  fuarkets 
has/meant  much  to  the  South.  Perhapsymost 
significantly,  it  has  assisted  the  agricultural 
evolution  that  has  brought  this  sectorNof 
''the  Southern  economy  to  a  level  of  efficient 
and  productivity  beyond  even  the  planners’' 
dreams  of  a  few  years  ago. 

Agriculture  is  still  the  single  biggest  busi¬ 
ness  in  the  United  States,  and  one  of  our 
greatest  money-makers  in  international 
commerce.  In  1967,  American  farms  ex¬ 
ported  over  $6  billion  of  produce  that  gave 
us  a  surplus  in  agricultural  trade  of  about 
$2  billion.  This  means  that  14  cents  of  every 
dollar  earned  in  agriculture  came  from  ex¬ 
ports,  and  for  some  items  the  amount  ran 
as  high  as  35  cents.. 

Department  of  Agriculture  figures  for  1966 
show  that  the  16  states  ranged  under  the 
South  Atlantic,  East  South  Central  and  West 
South  Central  regions  exported  an  estimated 
$2  billion  of  agricultural  products.  Tobacco 
led  the  list,  followed  by  cotton,  wheat,  feed 
grains,  soybeans,  rice,  fruits  and  poultry. 

The  importance  of  these  exports  and  their 
vulnerability  to  retaliation  by  other  nations 
if  the  United  States  adopts  protectionist 
measures  bring  us  back  to  the  shadow  of 
1930.  You’ll  recall  that  the  Smoot-Hawley 
tariff  was  part  of  a  worldwide  wave  of  pro¬ 
tectionism  in  which  no  fewer  than  50  na¬ 
tions  adopted  embargoes,  quotas,  special  im¬ 
port  duties,  higher  tariffs  and  exchange  con¬ 
trols,  with  disastrous  effects  on  our  exports. 

In  foreign  trade  policy,  a  retreat  readily 
becomes  a  rout.  Of  course,  it  need  not  hap¬ 


pen.  Rather  than  retreat,  we  can  continue 
to  compete — and  we  can  come  out  ahead. 

It  is  no  secret  that  American  workers  yearn 
more  than  workers  in  other  countries.  We 
also  know  that  workers  in  some  states  and 
some  regions  of  America  earn  more'  than  in 
others.  Our  own  experience  shows,  that  well¬ 
paying  farms  and  industries  can  visually  com¬ 
pete  quite  well  in  their  area  pi  competence 
with  products  from  less  affluent  areas. 

Exports  in  1967  increased  dramatically 
over  previous  years  in  those  industries  that 
pay  the  highest  wages  in  “America,  and  bene¬ 
fit  most  from  our  advantages  in  research  and 
development,  and  innovation  in  manage¬ 
ment,  production  and  marketing.  In  that 
year  our  exports /of  scientific  instruments 
rose  11  per  cent,'  office  machines  and  com¬ 
puters  rose  27/per  cent,  aircraft  and  parts 
40  per  cent.  These  are,  of  course,  the  kinds 
of  industries  the  South  needs  and  is  now 
developing.  As  Professors  Clark  and  Kirwan 
have  noted  in  their  very  thorough  survey, 
the  South  has  “the  resources  to  develop  one 
of  the  most  intensely  diversified  economies 
in  the  continent.” 

.They  also  describe  how  North  Carolina  or¬ 
ganized  the  facility  known  as  the  Golden 
/Triangle  which  drew  on  the  specialized  ta¬ 
lents  of  scholars  at  North  Carolina  State 
University,  the  University  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina  and  Duke  University.  When  Kentucky 
followed  with  the  Spindletop  Research  Cen¬ 
ter,  supported  by  the  University  of  Ken¬ 
tucky,  it  was  abfte  to  pool  the  extensive  re¬ 
search  services  of  industries  already  in  the 
state  with  those  considering  moving  there. 
The  results  of  these  bold  programs  are  be¬ 
ing  watched  nation-  and  world-wide  as  are 
other  harbingers  of  Southern  progress  such 
as  the  great  space  industry  crescent  sweep¬ 
ing  from  Houston  through  Huntsville  to  the 
Florida  Coast. 

I  believe  the  record  will  show  that  South¬ 
erners  are  well  aware  of  the  opportunity  to 
play  a  greater  role  in  world  trade.  Gover¬ 
nor  McNair  spoke  for  the  entire  region  when 
he  said  recently,  “We’re  in  the  world  market.” 

One  indication  of  this  intention  can  be 
seen  in  the  progress  of  Southern  ports.  The 
2,700  miles  of  Southern  coastline  is  more 
than  half  that  of  continental  United  States. 
A  recent  study,  made  at  the  University  of 
South  Carolina,  showed  that  port  improve¬ 
ment  “could  produce  by  1975  an  additional 
$300  million  per  year  in  state  tax  revenues.” 
The  study  was  based  on  the  assumption  that 
there  would  be  “no  major  unforeseen  changes 
in  tariffs  and  other  barriers  to  international 
trade  with  major  trading  countries.” 

Other  ports  have  made  similar  studies. 
_>ne  by  the  University  of  Virginia  concluded 
that  “one  out  of  every  eight  employed  per- 
scms  in  Virginia  holds  a  job  that  is  either 
directly  or  indirectly  related  to  the  activities 
associated  with  the  state’s  ports  and  harbor 
activities.”  The  Port  of  Houston  has  pub¬ 
licized  the  analysis  that  “thirty-three  cents 
out  of  evSry  dollar  spent  to  give  Houston 
the  highestxbuilding  and  sales  index  in  the 
South  and  one  of  the  highest  in  the  nation 
stems,  directly\or  indirectly,  from  the  Port 
of  Houston  and\ts  allied  activities.” 

In  light  of  this,  continuing  awareness  on 
the  part  of  so  manV  Southern  leaders  of  the 
Importance  of  foreign  trade,  it  is  curious 
that  many  j  o  urn  a  list  s\;  nd  others  have  come 
to  accept  the  notion  that  the  South  has 
turned  to  protectionism  because  of  the  new 
industries  situated  here.  V 

While  there  is  certainly  projectionist  senti¬ 
ment  in  the  South,  as  elsewhere,  the  record 
does  not  support  this  pessimistic  thesis.  A 
recent  study  by  Charles  Lerche  of  Southern 
votes  on  foreign  policy  issues  shows  that 
your  Congressional  delegations  supported  the 
Trade  Expansion  Act  In  1962  by  every wider 
margins  than  they  had  given  the  twO^ pre¬ 
vious  extensions  of  the  Reciprocal  TkAde 
Program,  in  1958  and  1955.  The  figures 
1962  show  85  per  cent  of  the  delegation  vox 
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'ung  for  the  Trade  Expansion  Act.  Only 
Mississippi  produced  a  majority  against  it. 
ImArkansas,  Kentucky,  Tennessee  and  Vir¬ 
ginia  the  support  was  unanimous. 

Today,  it  is  Chairman  Wilbur  Mills  of  Ar¬ 
kansas  who  is  conducting  the  most  thorough 
and  deliberate  hearings  on  trade  policy  since 
the  Trade\Expansion  Act  was  approved  six 
years  ago. 

Every  American  depends  on  imports  to 
some  extent.  Even  competitive  imports  are 
important  to  our  economy  and  their  avail¬ 
ability  serves  as  aSbrake  on  inflation  and  an 
accelerator  to  efficiency.  Without  competitive 
imports,  how  many  newer  families  could  af¬ 
ford  a  transistor  radio-Vpossibly  one  made  in 
the  United  States  undeiSa  technology  devel¬ 
oped  to  overcome  import  ctan petition? 

Of  all  competitive  imports,  none  has  pro¬ 
duced  as  much  acrimony  \s  textiles — the 
first  important  product  manufactured  in 
America.  Textiles  were  among  the  first  prod¬ 
ucts  in  our  nation  to  enjoy  a  protective  tariff 
under  the  “infant  industry”  argument.  Tex¬ 
tiles  have  been  the  cause  of  sectionaV  bitter¬ 
ness  in  America,  first  as  the  South  relented 
buying  back  its  own  coton  in  the  fonn  of 
finished  goods  from  the  North,  and  lateKas 
Northern  states  saw  almost  a  whole  Indus  rt 
migrate  to  the  Carolinas  and  Georgia  and 
other  Southern  states. 

During  transitional  periods,  individuals 
have  suffered,  particularly  workers  who  had 
a  lifetime  invested  in  skills  that  were  no 
longer  needed.  This  so-called  adjustment 
process  is,  in  the  view  of  the  Emergency  Com¬ 
mittee  for  American  Trade,  poorly  provided 
for  in  existing  law.  I  am  urging,  as  are  fellow- 
members  of  the  Committee,  that  the  new  and 
more  clearly  defined  system  proposed  in  the 
Administration’s  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1968 
will  be  approved  by  Congress. 

Welcome  as  the  new  proposals  are,  it  must 
be  our  hope  that  imports  will  not  dis¬ 
place  workers  in  our  great  textile  industry. 
Fortunately,  since  1960,  nearly  200,000  new 
American  jobs  have  been  created  in  the 
combined  textile  and  apparel  industries,  in 
spite  of  a  rapid  rise  in  labor  productivity. 

By  almost  any  standard,  the  textile  in¬ 
dustry  in  America  is  doing  well  today.  It  is 
indeed  changing  and  change  is  not  always 
easy.  Last  month  a  prominent  investment 
house  highly  recommended  the  purchase  of 
shares  in  two  leading  textile  firms  whose  com¬ 
bined  annual  sales  in  1967  exceeded  $2  bil¬ 
lion.  We  have  come  a  long  way  from  the 
days  of  the  infant  industry. 

There  is,  of  course,  no  question  that  im¬ 
ports  of  textiles  have  been  increasing.  So 
have  domestic  sales— by  six  times  as  much 
in  the  past  six  years.  The  textile  Indus-/ 
try — more  than  some  others — has  ups  ar 
downs  and  those  in  favor  of  import  quotas 
can  find  statistics  at  certain  times  that/  ap¬ 
pear  alarming.  But  I  strongly  suggest  that 
these  statistics  should  be  viewed  /n  per¬ 
spective. 

Wages,  profits  and  production/have  been 
rising  steadily  in  the  textile  industry.  The 
latest  government  estimates  sm.  profits  are 
considerably  higher  than  those  the  indus¬ 
try  predicted  only  a  short'  time  ago.  Most 
important,  it  seems  to  mpf  is  the  confidence 
those  seeking  import  protection  have  in 
their  own  industry.  Iiyl965,  ’66  and  ’67,  they 
were  investing  at  ajs  annual  rate  of  close 
to  $1  billion,  roughly  double  the  1960-61 
average. 

Although  mor/  than  half  of  America’s  tex¬ 
tile  workers  are  in  the  South,  it  is  inter¬ 
esting  to  note  that  New  York  still  has  more 
workers  in  /he  industry  than  any  state  but 
North  Carolina.  Important  as  jobs  and  prof¬ 
its  are,  ive  must  also  remember  that  every 
American  is  a  consumer  of  textiles  and  im¬ 
port  Competition  benefits  all  consumers  by 
keeping  prices  down. 

/Today,  the  broad  issues  involved  in  trade 
policy  effect  many  American  interests.  The 
/textile  quota  proposals,  for  example,  would 
give  other  countries  a  deadline  within  which 


to  agree  to  restrict  shipments  to  the  United 
States.  This  is  hardly  the  way  to  negotiate 
any  kind  of  agreement.  1 

Recently,  the  Emergency  Committee  for 
American  Trade  called  on  business  organi¬ 
zations  in  Europe  to  support  proposals  for 
speeding  up  their  Kennedy  Round  tariff  cuts 
to  benefit  American  exports.  We  are  pleased 
that  the  Europeans  have  now  made  such  an 
offer  and  we  strongly  hope  an  agreement  on 
it  can  be  reached.  We  intend  to  continue  to 
press  business  leaders  abroad  for  fairer  treat¬ 
ment  of  American  goods  and  to  urge  our 
government  officials  to  intensify  their  efforts 
to  this  end. 

We  regret,  however,  that  some  European 
■countries  found  it  necessary  to  include  in  the 
offer  a  provision  that  it  would  be  withdrawn 
if  the  United  States  took  protectionist  moves 
or  failed  to  carry  out  a  portion  of  the  Ken¬ 
nedy  Round  agreement  that  pledges  this 
country  to  attempt  to  repeal  the  American 
Selling  Price  system. 

If  we  resent  such  conditions  being  placed 
on  a  generous  offer  by  other  countries,  we 
must  ask  ourselves  how  they  would  feel  if 
we  passed  legislation  telling  them  they  must 
agree  to  give  up  an  important  part  of  their 
export  business  by  a  certain  time  or  else. 
This  is  the  stuff  that  retaliation  and  trade 
Ovars  are  made  of. 

We  must  remember  that  retaliation  is  not 
something  made  up  by  importers  or  the  Sta/e 
Department  to  scare  Americans.  In  just/he 
past\few  years,  the  Belgians  retaliated 
agains\  our  exports  of  plastics  and/other 
productSythat  were  reaching  growi/g  mar¬ 
kets — antKwe  hit  the  Europeans  a/  hard  as 
we  could  when  they  hurt  our  chicken  exports. 
The  proposalknow  before  the  Congress  would 
start  a  spiral  ®f  retaliation  t/ht  would  look 
like  the  1930’s  aXover  again. 

There  is  no  question  t/at  sustaining  a 
liberal  trade  policV  is  difficult  in  the  face 
of  strong  temptations  to  seek  a  solution  to 
industrial  problems  shutting  off  foreign 
competition. 

But  this  is  an  n/ue  t\at  is  being  joined 
in  open  and  hones/  discussnsm.  If  we  are  will¬ 
ing  to  face  ujyTo  the  factS»  candidly  and 
resolutely,  we/nave  an  opportunity  to  turn 
back  the  projectionist  threat — both  here  and 
abroad — and,  so  doing,  contributeSimmeasur- 
ably  to  /he  economic  strength  oy  all  our 
states. 

In  the  pursuit  of  this  goal,  I  earnestly 
hopa/that  you — the  Governors  of  the  SOuth- 
enVstates — will  join  with  men  of  conscience 
a/d  good  will  all  over  the  country  in  preserV- 
lg  the  momentum  toward  a  freer  trade 
which  has  benefited  our  country  so  greatly ' 
over  the  past  two  decades. 


PRESERVATION  OF  CERTAIN 
PUBLIC  WORKS 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  S. 3710. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
3710)  authorizing  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navi¬ 
gation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  was,  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause,  and  insert: 

TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  im¬ 
provement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervi¬ 
sion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance 
with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions 


recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
the  respective  reports  hereinafter  designated. 
The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 
first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 
plans,  proposals, or  reports  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental 
thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
full. 

NAVIGATION 

Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts:  House 
Document  Numbered  265,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $616,000; 

Fall  River  Harbor,  Massachusetts  and 
Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Numbered 
175,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $8,762,000; 

Bristol  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  House 
Document  Numbered  174,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $873,000; 

Hempstead  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  101,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of '$703, 000; 

Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  South 
Carolina:  Senate  Document  Numbered  88, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$35,381,000; 

Miami  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  93,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $6,476,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to 
Tampa,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except  that  not 
to  exceed  $40,000,000  is  authorized  for  ini¬ 
tiation  of  such  project; 

Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene, 
Boeuf,  and  Black,  Louisiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  155,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $8,645,000; 

Red  River  Waterway,  Louisiana,  Texas, 
Arkansas,  and  Oklahoma:  House  Document 
Numbered  304,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except 
that  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  is  authorized 
for  initiation  of  such  project; 

Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud 
Canal,  Louisiana:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,300,000; 

Mississippi  River  Outlets,  Venice,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  House  Document  Numbered  ,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,520,000; 

Yazoo  River,  Mississippi.  House  Document 
Numbered  342,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $52,147,000. 

Corpus  Christi  Ship  Canal,  Texas:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,042,000; 

Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River,  Texas:  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000; 

Wilson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  112,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $198,000; 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  New  York: 
House  Document  Numbered  97,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,315,000; 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  New  York:  House 
Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Forestville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  183;  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $538,000; 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  189,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $466,000; 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Michigan: 
House  Document  Numbered  338,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $31,300,000; 

Snohomish  River  (Everett  Harbor),  Wash¬ 
ington:  House  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,108,000; 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  California : 
House  Document  Number  330,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,430,000; 
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Port  Hueneme,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,000,000; 

Ventura  Marina,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,540,000; 

San  Diego  Harbor,  California :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $5,360,000; 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  70,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,760,000; 

King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  13,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $522,000; 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  95,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,030,000; 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for 
Light  Draft  Vessels:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  353,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,256,000. 

BEACH  EROSION 

Brevard  County,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  352,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $680,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  project  for  beach  erosion 
control.  Fort  Pierce,  Florida,  authorized  by 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat. 
1089,  1092)  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for 
construction  of  the  project  and  periodic 
nourishment  for  ten  years  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  In  addition  to  applicable  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation  set  forth  in  the 
aforementioned  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  local  interests  shall,  prior  to  construc¬ 
tion,  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will — 

(1)  contribute  in  cash,  either  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in 
installments  prior  to  the  start  of  pertinent 
work  items  in  accordance  with  construction 
or  nourishment  schedules,  as  determined  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  all  costs  of  initial 
construction  and  periodic  nourishment  for 
ten  years  exclusive  of  costs  assigned  to  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  aforementioned 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers; 
and 

(2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  That  section  2  of  the  Act 
entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  Secretary 
of  War  to  sell  and  convey  to  the  town  of 
Marmet,  West  Virginia,  two  tracts  of  land  to 
be  used  for  municipal  purposes”,  approved 
July  8,  1942  (  56  Stat.  651)  is  hereby  amended 
by  deleting  the  period  after  the  words  “re¬ 
lated  municipal  purposes”  and  inserting 
thereafter  the  phrase  “including  firefighting 
facilities  and  structures”. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  issue  to  the  town  of 
Marmet,  West  Virginia,  without  monetary 
consideration  therefor,  such  written  instru¬ 
ments  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  That  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  or  his  designee,  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  convey  to  the  State  of  West 
Virginia,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
hereinafter  stated,  and  to  such  other  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
or  his  designee,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  certain  real  property, 
together  with  improvements  thereon,  located 
at  Ohio  River  locks  and  dams  numbered  16, 
19,  20,  and  21  in  West  Virginia  as  described 
in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  No  property 
shall  be  conveyed  under  authority  of  this 
section  until  these  locks  and  dams  have  been 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess 
to  the  requirements  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army  and  suitable  replacement  facilities 


are  in  operation  under  the  Ohio  River  navi¬ 
gation  modernization  program.  The  Secretary 
may  make  such  prior  disposition  of  such 
facilities  and  improvements  on  such  lands  as 
he  deems  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  authorized  for  con¬ 
veyance  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
comprise  all  or  portions  of  such  lands  and 
improvements  as  may  be  determined  excess 
of  four  lock  and  dam  projects  on  the  Ohio 
River  in  the  State  of  West  Virgina  and  desig¬ 
nated  as,  number  16  (Willow  Island  Pool)  in 
Tyler  County,  numbers  19  and  20  (Belleville 
Pool)  in  Wood  County,  and  number  21 
(Racine  Pool)  in  Jackson  County.  The  exact 
descriptions  and  acreage  to  be  determined  by 
the  Secretary  by  accurate  surveys,  the  cost 
of  which  is  to  be  borne  by  the  State  of  West 
Virginia. 

(c)  The  conveyance  authorized  herein 
shall  provide  that  said  property  shall  be  used 
only  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes 
and  such  other  uses  directly  related  to  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  West  Virginia  Department  of 
Natural  Resources,  and  if  it  ever  ceases  to 
be  used  for  such  purposes,  title  to  said 
property  shall  immediately  revert  to  the 
United  States.  Any  deed  of  conveyance  shall 
also  be  subject  to  and  include  the  following 
additional  terms  and  conditions: 

(1)  The  State  of  West  Virginia  shall  pa.y 
the  United  States  as  consideration  for  the 
conveyance  50  per  centum  of  the  current  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(2)  There  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United 
States  such  flowage  easements  and  rights- 
of-way  for  roads  and  utility  lines  as  the 
Secretary  determines  may  be  required  for 
other  navigation  projects. 

(3)  Such  other  restrictions,  terms,  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  conveyances 
referred  to  herein  shall  be  covered  into  the 
United  States  Treasury  as  miscellaneous 
receipts. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  convey,  without  monetary  con¬ 
sideration,  to  the  city  of  Buffalo,  New  York, 
all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  certain  real  property  under¬ 
lying  Lake  Erie  containing  approximately 
46.01  acres  and  more  particularly  described 
in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on  condi¬ 
tion  that  such  real  property  be  used  for  pub¬ 
lic  park  and  recreational  development  pur¬ 
poses  and  if  such  property  shall  ever  cease  to 
be  used  for  such  purposes,  title  thereto  shall 
revert  to  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this 
section  is  more  particularly  described  as 
follows : 

(1)  Parcel  E. — Beginning  at  the  point  of 
intersection  of  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  39 
prolonged  and  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  as 
established  in  1846,  which  point  bears  south 
68  degrees  28  minutes  west,  a  distance  of 
140  feet,  more  or  less,  from  United  States 
Monument  numbered  7  which  monument 
is  the  southeasterly  corner  of  the  said  outer 
lot  39; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  with 
the  established  harbor  line  1,140  feet,  more 
or  less,  to  the  said  harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line 
1,310  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  inter¬ 
section  of  said  harbor  line  and  a  line  at  right 
angles  thereto  passing  through  the  point  of 
intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in 
1846  and  a  line  330  feet  northerly  at  right 
angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  fine 
of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with 
said  harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to 
the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline 
of  Lake  Erie  1,320  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the 
point  of  beginning  containing  34.04  acres, 
more  or  less. 


(2)  Parcel  C-B. — Beginning  at  the  point 
of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie 
with  the  northerly  line  of  land  deeded  to  the 
United  States  Government,  October  21,  1846, 
said  line  also  extending  in  a  due  east  and 
west  direction  and  passing  through  the 
northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36  (United 
States  Monument  No.  2),  said  point  of  be¬ 
ginning  being  also  480  feet,  more  or  less,  west 
of  the  said  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline 
of  Lake  Erie  in  1846  a  distance  of  470  feet, 
more  or  less,  to  the  intersection  with  a  line 
330  feet  northly  at  right  angles  from  and 
parallel  with  the  south  line  of  lot  36,  said 
line  being  also  the  north  line  of  lands  deeded 
to  the  United  State  Government,  September 
25,  1847; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  to  es¬ 
tablished  harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less, 
to  the  established  harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor 
line  465  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of 
intersection  of  said  harbor  and  a  fine  at  right 
angles  thereto  passing  through  the  point  of 
intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in 
1846  and  the  line  extending  in  a  due  east  and 
west  direction  and  passing  through  the 
northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  easterly  at  right  angles  to  estab¬ 
lished  harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less  to 
the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846,  which  is 
the  above  referenced  point  of  beginning, 
containing  11.97  acres,  more  or  less. 

(c)  Any  deed  of  conveyance  made  pursu¬ 
ant  to  this  section  shall  reserve  to  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States,  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  seven 
years,  the  right  to  use  such  lands  for  a 
spoil  disposal  area  for  materials  dredged 
from  the  Buffalo  Harbor  Project  including 
the  right  to  place  structures  thereon  and  to 
perform  all  other  actions  incident  to  such 
use,  together  with  the  rights  of  ingress  and 
egress  thereto.  Such  deed  shall  contain  such 
additional  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
be  necessary  to  protect  the  interest  of  the 
United  States. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army,  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  shall  make  an 
appraisal  investigation  and  study,  including 
a  review  of  any  previous  relevant  studies  and 
reports,  of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific 
coasts  of  the  United  States,  the  coasts  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the 
shorelines  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including 
estuaries  and  bays  thereof,  for  the  purpose 
of  (1)  determining  areas  along  such  coasts 
and  shorelines  where  significant  erosion  oc¬ 
curs;  (2)  identifying  those  areas  where  ero¬ 
sion  presents  a  serious  problem  because  the 
rate  of  erosion,  considered  in  conjunction 
with  economic,  industrial,  recreational,  agri¬ 
cultural,  navigational,  demographic,  ecolog¬ 
ical,  and  other  relevant  factors,  indicates 
that  action  to  halt  such  erosion  may  be  jus¬ 
tified;  (3)  describing  generally  the  most 
suitable  type  of  remedial  action  for  those 
areas  that  have  a  serious  erosion  problem; 

(4)  providing  preliminary  cost  estimates  for 
such  remedial  action;  (5)  recommending 
priorities  among  the  serious  problem  areas 
for  action  to  stop  erosion;  (6)  providing 
State  and  local  authorities  with  information 
and  recommendations  to  assist  the  creation 
and  implementation  of  State  and  local  coast 
and  shoreline  erosion  programs;  (7)  devel¬ 
oping  recommended  guidelines  for  land  use 
regulation  in  coastal  areas  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  all  relevant  factors;  and  (8)  iden¬ 
tifying  coastal  areas  where  title  uncertainty 
exists.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress  as  soon  as  practicable, 
but  not  later  than  three  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of 
such  appraisal  investigation  and  study,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  recommendations.  The  views 
of  concerned  local,  State,  and  Federal  author¬ 
ities  and  interests  will  be  taken  into  account 
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in  making  such  appraisal  investigation  and 
study. 

(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $1,- 
000,000,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  107.  That  the  projects  for  the  Illinois 
Waterway  and  Grand  Calumet  River,  Illi¬ 
nois  and  Indiana  (Calumet-Sag  navigation 
project) ,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  are  hereby  modified 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  45,  Eighty-fifth 
Congress,  insofar  as  such  recommendations 
apply  to  existing  highway  bridges  in  Part 
II:  Grand  Calumet  River  and  Indiana  Har¬ 
bor  Canal,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $33,265,000. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Steele  Bayou,  in  Warren,  Is¬ 
saquena,  Sharkey,  and  Washington  Counties, 
Mississippi,  Washington  Bayou,  in  Issaquena 
and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  are 
hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigable  within 
the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  project  for  navigation  on  Steele 
Bayou,  Washington  Bayou,  and  Lake  Wash¬ 
ington,  authorized  by  the  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Acts  of  July  5,  1884,  August  5,  1886,  and 
June  25,  1910,  is  hereby  deauthorized. 

Sec.  109.  Section  313  of  the  Act  approved 
October  27,  1965  (79  Stat.  1073),  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  date  “June  30,  1968”  and 
substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1969”. 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  ife  authorized 
and  directed  to  review  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation  for  the  Ouachita  and  Black 
Rivers  navigation  projects,  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950,  as  amended, 
with  particular  reference  to  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  cost  sharing,  and  he  shall  report  the 
findings  of  such  review  to  Congress  within 
one  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

Sec.  111.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized 
to  investigate,  study,  and  construct  projects 
for  the  prevention  or  mitigation  of  shore 
damages  attributable  to  Federal  navigation 
works.  The  cost  of  installing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  such  projects  shall  be  borne  en¬ 
tirely  by  the  United  States.  No  such  project 
shall  be  constructed  without  specific  author¬ 
ization  by  Congress  if  the  estimated  first  cost 
exceeds  $1,000,000. 

Sec.  112.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  1417)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(g)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
conduct  a  study  of  those  areas  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Washington  Channel  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  suitable  for  public  visitor  parking 
facilities.  Such  study  shall,  among  others, 
consider  existing  and  future  visitation,  mul¬ 
tiple  and  alternative  areas,  methods  for  pro¬ 
viding  such  facilities,  and  estimated  costs 
and  revenues  to  be  derived  therefrom.  Not 
later  than  one  hundred  and  eighty  days  after 
the  date  funds  are  appropriated  to  carry  out 
such  study,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the 
President  and  Congress  a  report  thereon  to¬ 
gether  with  his  recommendations,  including 
necessary  legislation,  if  any.  There  is  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed  $100,- 
000  to  carry  out  this  subsection." 

Sec.  113.  Those  portions  of  the  East  and 
Hudson  Rivers  in  New  York  County,  State 
of  New  York,  lying  shoreward  of  a  line  within 
the  United  States  Pierhead  Line  as  it  exists 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and 
bounded  on  the  north  by  the  north  side  of 
Spring  Street  extended  westerly  and  the 
south  side  of  Robert  F.  Wagner,  Senior  Place 
extended  eastwardly,  are  hereby  declared  to 
be  nonnavigable  waters  of  the  United  States 
within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States.  This  declaration  shall  apply  only  to 
portions  of  the  above-described  area  which 
are  bulkheaded  and  filled.  Plans  for  bulk¬ 
heading  and  filling  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  on  the  basis  of  engineer¬ 


ing  studies  to  determine  the  location  and 
structural  stability  of  the  bulkheading  and 
filling  in  order  to  preserve  and  maintain  the 
remaining  navigable  waterway.  Local  inter¬ 
ests  shall  reimburse  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  any  engineering  costs  incurred 
under  this  section. 

Sec.  114.  That  portion  of  the  Northern 
Embarcadero  area,  beginning  at  the  intersec¬ 
tion  of  the  northwesterly  line  of  Bryant 
Street  with  the  southwesterly  line  of  Spear 
Street,  which  intersection  lies  on  the  line 
of  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Au¬ 
thority;  following  thence  westerly  and 
northerly  along  said  line  of  jurisdiction  as 
described  in  the.  State  of  California  Harbor 
and  Navigation  Code  Section  1770,  as 
amended  in  1961,  to  its  intersection  with  the 
easterly  line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  produced 
northerly;  thence  northerly  along  said  east¬ 
erly  line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  produced  to 
its  intersection  with  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  pierhead  line;  thence  following  said 
pierhead  line  easterly  and  southerly  to  its 
intersection  with  the  northwesterly  line  of 
Bryant  Street  produced  northeasterly;  hence 
southwesterly  along  said  northwesterly  line 
of  Bryant  Street  produced  to  the  point  of  be¬ 
ginning,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavi¬ 
gable  waters  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  consent  of 
Congress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling  in  of 
all  and/or  any  part  of  the  described  area. 
This  declaration  shall  apply  only  to  portions 
of  the  above-described  area  which  are  bulk¬ 
headed  and  filled.  Plans  for  bulkheading 
and  filling  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  on  the  basis  of  engineering  stud¬ 
ies  to  determine  the  location  and  strucural 
stability  of  the  bulkheading  and  filling  in 
order  to  preserve  and  maintain  the  remain¬ 
ing  navigable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall 
reimburse  the  Federal  Government  for  any 
engineering  costs  incurred  under  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

Sec.  115.  That  portion  of  the  Northwest 
Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River  located 
generally  south  of  Pratt  Street,  east  of  Light 
Street,  north  of  Key  Highway,  in  the  city  of 
Baltimore,  State  of  Maryland,  and  being 
more  particularly  described  as  all  of  that 
portion  of  the  Northwest  Branch  of  the 
Patapsco  River  lying  west  of  a  series  of  lines 
beginning  at  the  point  formed  by  the  inter¬ 
section  of  the  south  side  of  Pratt  Street,  as 
now  laid  out,  and  the  west  side  of  Pier  3 
and  running  thence  binding  on  the  west 
side  of  Pier  3,  south  04  degrees  19  minutes 
47  seconds  east  726.59  feet  to  the  southwest 
corner  of  Pier  3;  thence  crossing  the  North¬ 
west  Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River,  south  23 
degrees  01  minutes  15  seconds  west  855.36 
feet  to  the  point  formed  by  the  intersection 
of  the  existing  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line 
and  the  east  side  of  Battery  Avenue,  last  said 
point  of  intersection  being  the  end  of  the 
first  line  of  the  fourth  parcel  of  land  con¬ 
veyed  by  J.  and  F.  Realty,  Incorporated  to 
Allegheny  Pepsi-Cola  Bottling  Company  by 
deed  dated  December  22,  1965,  and  recorded 
among  the  Land  Record  of  Baltimore  City 
in  Liber  J.  F.  C.  numbered  2006  folio  345,  the 
location  of  said  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line 
is  based  upon  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Balti¬ 
more  District,  Baltimore,  Maryland,  co¬ 
ordinate  value  for  station  LIV  of  said  pier¬ 
head  and  bulkhead  line,  _  the  coordinate 
value  as  referred  to  the  Lambert  grid  plane 
coordinate  system  for  the  State  of  Maryland 
of  said  station  LIV  being  east  2,111,161.40, 
north  527,709.27  and  thence  binding  on  the 
east  side  of  Battery  Avenue,  south  03  degrees 
09  minutes  07  seconds  east  568  feet,  more  or 
less,  to  intersect  the  north  side  of  Key  High¬ 
way  as  now  laid  out  and  located  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  stream  of  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  consent 
of  Congress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling 
in  of  all  and  or  any  part  of  the  described 
area. 

Sec.  116.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 


July  18,  1968 

authorized  and  directed  to  remove  from  the 
Potomac  River  and  to  destroy  the  abandoned 
ships,  ships’  hulls,  and  pilings,  located  in 
Mallow’s  Bay,  between  Sandy  Point  and 
Liverpool  Point,  Charles  County,  Maryland, 
and  at  Wide  Water,  south  of  Quantico,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  any  other  abandoned  ships 
formerly  among  those  in  Mallow’s  Bay  or 
at  Wide  Water  which  have  drifted  from 
those  locations.  Local  interests  shall  con¬ 
tribute  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  such  work. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  carry  out  this 
section,  not  to  exceed  $175,000. 

Sec.  117.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  is 
hereby  authorized  to  maintain  authorized 
river  and  harbor  projects  in  excess  of  au¬ 
thorized  project  depths  where  such  excess 
depts  have  been  provided  by  the  United 
States  for  defense  purposes  and  whenever 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  that  such 
waterways  also  serve  essential  needs  of  gen¬ 
eral  commerce. 

Sec.  118.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  creating  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge 
Commission  and  authorizing  said  commis¬ 
sion  and  its  successors  to  acquire  by  pur¬ 
chase  or  condemnation  and  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near 
Clinton,  Iowa,  at  or  near  Fulton,  Illinois”, 
approved  December  21,  1944,  as  revised, 

amended,  and  reenacted,  is  hereby  amended 
by  inserting  “(a)”  immediately  after  “Sec. 
5.”  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  In  addition  to  the  method  of  pay¬ 
ment  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  commission  and  its  successors  and 
assigns  are  hereby  authorized  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  dismantling  one 
bridge  and  of  constructing  as  a  replacement 
therefor  a  new  bridge  (including  necessary 
approaches  and  approach  highways)  either 
entirely  from  a  construction  fund  created 
in  accordance  with  section  6  of  this  Act  or 
from  both  such  construction  fund  and  from 
bonds  issued  and  sold  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  The  cost  of 
any  bridge  constructed  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  (together  with  approaches  and  ap¬ 
proach  highways)  shall  include  all  costs  and 
expenses  included  in  the  case  of  a  bridge 
constructed  under  authority  of  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  (including  its  approaches 
and  approach  highways) .” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  6  of  such 
Act  of  December  21,  1944,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and 
the  following:  “and,  if  the  Commission  de¬ 
termines  it  advisable  to  do  so,  to  provide  a 
construction  fund  specifically  to  pay  the 
cost  of  dismantling  one  bridge  and  con¬ 
structing  a  new  bridge  to  replace  it  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of 
this  Act.” 

(c)  Section  6  of  such  Act  of  December  21, 
1944,  is  further  amended  by  adding  immedi¬ 
ately  following  the  third  sentence  of  such 
section  the  following  new  sentence:  “If  no 
bonds  or  notes  are  outstanding  or  if  a  sink¬ 
ing  fund  specifically- for  payment  of  all  out¬ 
standing  bonds  and  notes  shall  have  been 
provided,  the  remainder  of  such  tolls  may,  if 
the  Commission  determines  it  advisable  to 
do  so,  be  placed  in  a  construction  fund  for 
use  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)  of 
section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  8  of  such  Act  of  December  21, 
1944,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately 
after  “solely  for  that  purpose,”  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “and  after  any  bridge  constructed 
under  authority  of  section  5(b)  of  this  Act 
shall  have  been  paid  for,  or  sufficient  funds 
are  available  in  the  construction  fund  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  6  to  pay  for  such 
bridge,”. 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  inapplicable  insofar  as  they 
authorize  the  construction  of  a  bridge  or 
bridges  unless  actual  construction  thereof  is 
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commenced  within  five  years  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  section  and  such  con¬ 
struction  is  completed  by  January  1,  1980. 

Sec.  119.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause 
surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  loca¬ 
tions  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1950: 

Back  River,  Maryland,  from  Chesapeake 
Bay  to  the  city  of  Baltimore’s  waste  water 
treatment  plants. 

Savannah  and  Tennessee  Rivers,  with  a 
view  to  determining  the  advisability  of  pro¬ 
viding  a  waterway  connecting  the  rivers  by 
canals  and  appurtenant  facilities  and  a 
waterway  connecting  Charleston  and  Port 
Royal,  South  Carolina,  with  the  lower  Savan¬ 
nah  River. 

Lake  Superior,  with  a  view  to  determining 
the  advisability  of  a  waterway  connecting  the 
lake  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

Sec.  120.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1968”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved 
June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 
(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  author¬ 
ized  in  this  title  except  that  for  any  channel 
improvement  or  channel  rectification  project, 
provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of 
said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law.  The 
authorization  for  any  flood  control  project 
herein  authorized  by  this  Act  requiring  local 
cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in 
writing  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his 
designee  of  the  requirements  of  local  coop¬ 
eration,  unless  said  interests  shall  within 
said  time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required 
cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Num¬ 
bered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second 
session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects 
authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures 
therein  set  forth  -with  respect  to  plans,  pro¬ 
posals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement 
for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall 
apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  flood-waters  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter 
designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set 
forth  therein.  The  necessary  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  and  preliminary  work  may  be  prose¬ 
cuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this  title 
with  funds  from  appropriations  hereafter 
made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for 
rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  The  projects  authorized  in  this  title 
shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prose¬ 
cuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent  with 
budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and  other 
similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future 
use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric 
power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  author¬ 
ized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  when  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission. 

LOWER  CHARLES  RIVER,  MASSACHUSETTS 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Lower 
Charles  River,  Massachusetts,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$18,620,000. 
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CONNECTICUT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Beaver  Brook,  New  Hampshire,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
68,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,185,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Park 
River,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  43,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $30,300,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Nor¬ 
walk  River,  Connecticut  and  New  York,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
51,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,700,000. 

DELAWARE-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  along  the  Delaware 
Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen  to  Fenwick  Is¬ 
land,  at  the  Delaware-Maryland  State  Line, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  90,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $5,584,000. 

RAPPAHANNOCK  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Salem  Church  Dam  and 
Reservoir  Rappahannock  River,  Virginia,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  37, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$79,500,000. 

CAPE  FEAR  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Randleman  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Deep  River,  North  Carolina,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
343,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $19,463,000. 

The  project  for  the  Howards  Mill  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Deep  River,  North  Carolina,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
343,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $12,460,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  beach  erosion  control  and 
hurricane  flood  protection  of  Dade  County, 
Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  335,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $11,805,000. 

HILLSBOROUGH  BAT,  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  on  Hillsborough  Bay,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
313,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,909,000,  except  that  construction  of  the 
barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay  shall  not  be 
undertaken  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
completes  further  detailed  studies  covering 
related  water  resource  problems,  including 
a  comprehensive  model  study  of  the  entire 
Tampa  Bay  area,  and  until  sixty  days  after 
the  date  of  submission  of  a  report  on  such 
studies  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  Central  and  Southern 
Florida,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  June  30,  1948,  is  further  modified  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$8,072,000,  and  in  accordance  with  House 


Document  ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $58,182,000. 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Tallahala  Creek  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Tallahala  Creek,  Mississippi, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
143,  Ninetieth  Congress,  to  an  estimated  cost 
of  $16,360,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  543),  as 
amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  items : 

(1)  The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River 
Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  15, 
1936  (Public  Law  74r-678),  as  modified  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1965.  Public  Law  89-298 
is  hereby  further  modified  to  provide  that  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  im¬ 
provements  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1965,  shall  conform  to  those  require¬ 
ments  for  local  cooperation  in  the  Saint 
Francis  River  Basin  authorized  in  previous 
Acts  of  Congress,  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  11,  Ninetieth  Congress. 

( 2 )  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas 
Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon  Basin  to  divert  flows 
that  would  otherwise  enter  Lake  Chicot,  Ar¬ 
kansas,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  168,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $15,240,000, 
except  that  prior  to  initiation  of  construction 
of  the  project,  local  interests  shall  agree  that 
no  fees  shall  be  charged  for  admission  to 
Lake  Chicot  and  to  public  recreation  areas 
adjoining  Lake  Chicot  and  that  user  fees  at 
such  lake  and  areas  shall  be  devoted  to  rec¬ 
reation  purposes. 

(3)  Improvements  in  the  Belle  Fountain 
ditch  and  tributaries,  Missouri,  and  Drain¬ 
age  District  Number  17,  Arkansas,  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  339,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,638,000. 

WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crooked 
Creek  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Harrison,  Ar¬ 
kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  28,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,840,000. 

BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Aquilla  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Aquilla  Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  52,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,612,000. 

NAVASOTA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Navasota  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  341,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  except  that  Navasota  Numbered  2 
Reservoir  shall  be  constructed  first  and  there 
is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $55,487,000  for  construction  of  such  res¬ 
ervoir. 

CLEAR  CREEK,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Clear 
Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  351,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,600,000. 

PECAN  BAYOU,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pecan 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 


S  8868 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  350,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $24,861,000. 

GULP  OP  MEXICO 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  at 
Texas  City  and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  187, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$10,990,000. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mississippi  River  from  Cassville,  Wisconsin, 
to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  348,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $21,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  State 
Road  and  Ebner  Coulees,  city  of  La  Crosse 
and  Shelby  Township,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in-  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  , 
Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,849,000. 

RED  RIVER  OP  THE  NORTH 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
South  Branch  of  the  Wild  Rice  River  and 
Felton  Ditch,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  98,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,230,000. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Ohio  River  in  Southwestern  Jefferson  Coun¬ 
ty,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  340,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  $19,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Utica  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  and  flood  protection  at  Newark,  Licking 
River  Basin,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  337,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,953,000. 

WABASH  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  related 
purposes  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin,  Indi¬ 
ana,  Illinois,  and  Ohio  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  96,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  except  that  Big  Walnut  Reservoir 
is  authorized  in  accordance  with  the  plan  for 
such  project  set  forth  in  report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  such  Document,  and  not  to 
exceed  $37,100,000  is  authorized  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  reservoir. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Bear  Creek  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  South  Platte  River,  Colorado,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
87,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $32,314,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Big  Sioux  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
Sioux  City,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  94, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,750,000.  With  respect  to  that  portion  of 
the  project  above  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  approved 
in  accordance  with  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  in  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89- 
298),  there  shall  be  mutual  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota 
on  a  flood  control  plan  and  a  plan  for  mitiga¬ 
tion  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  respect  to 


said  portion  within  one  year  and  three 
months  following  completion  of  the  reservoir 
study  for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux 
River  and  the  Rock  River  now  underway  and 
receipt  of  copies  of  said  report  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Da¬ 
kota.  If  said  mutual  agreement  is  not  reached 
within  said  time,  approval  of  said  flood  con¬ 
trol  plan  and  plan  for  mitigation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  losses  shall  be  made  by  a  committee 
consisting  of  one  representative  each  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other 
purposes  in  the  Papillion  Creek  Basin,  Ne¬ 
braska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  349,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $26,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Davids  Creek  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Nishnabotna  River,  Iowa,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
142,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,040,000.. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  on  the  Little  Blue  River  in  the 
vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  169, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$38,492,000. 

The  second  paragraph  under  the  heading 
“Missouri  River  Basin”  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  authorizing  additional  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  prosecution  of  comprehensive 
plans  for  certain  river  basins”,  approved  De¬ 
cember  30,  1963  (77  Stat.  840),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  the  Missouri  River 
Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  June  28,  1938,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  is  further  modified  to  include  such 
bank  protection  or  rectification  works  at  or 
below  the  Garrison  Reservoir  as  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  be  found  neces¬ 
sary,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,040,000.” 

JORDAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Salt  Lake  City  Streams,  Utah,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
53,  Ninetieth, Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $22,664,000. 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Feather  River  at  Chester,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  314, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$940,000. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection,  and  other 
purposes  on  Cucamonga  Creek,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  323,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
esimated  cost  of  $26,300,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  Alhambra 
Creek  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  336,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  esimated  cost  of  $8,000,000. 

MAD  RIVER,  CALIFORNIA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Mad 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
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House  Document  Numbered  ,  Ninetieth 

Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $38,600,000. 

SWEETWATER  RTVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Sweet¬ 
water  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,900,000. 

TANANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  in  the  Tanana 
River  Basin  in  the  vicinity  of  Fairbanks, 
Alaska,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  89,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $111,700,000. 

IAO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other 
purposes  on  Iao  Stream,  Hawaii,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  151, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,660,000. 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author¬ 
ized  to  provide  such  school  facilities  as  he 
may  deem  necessary  for  the  education  of 
dependents  of  persons  engaged  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Dworshak  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  project,  Idaho,  and  to  pay  for  the  same 
from  any  funds  available  for  such  project. 
When  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  the  Secretary,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  may  enter  into  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements  with  local  and  Federal 
agencies  for  the  operation  of  such  Govern¬ 
ment  facilities,  for  the  epansion  of  local 
facilities  at  Federal  expense,  and  for  con¬ 
tributions  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
cover  the  increased  cost  to  local  agencies 
of  providing  the  educational  services  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Government. 

Sec.  205.  The  project  for  flood  protection 
at  Ironton,  Ohio,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  is  hereby 
modified  so  as  to  provide  for  the  installation 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  aluminum  closure 
structures  at  gates  numbered  .10,  17,  and  18, 
located  at  Second  and  Orchard  Streets,  Sec¬ 
ond  Street  west  of  Storms  Creek,  and  Sec¬ 
ond  and  Ellison  Streets,  respectively,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $58,000. 

Sec.  206.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first 
proviso  in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  others  purposes”,  approved  July 
3,  1958  (72  Stat.  305),  the  authorization  in 
section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah,  shall 
expire  on  April  16,  1972,  unless  local  interests 
shall  before  such  date  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such 
project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  207.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first 
proviso  in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  July 
3,  1958  (72  Stat.  305)  the  authorization  in 
section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Pecos  River  at  Carlsbad, 
New  Mexico,  shall  expire  on  May  19,  1972, 
unless  local  interests  shall  before  such  date 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local 
cooperation  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  208.  The  project  for  flood  protection 
on  the  Gila  River  below  Painted  Rock  Reser¬ 
voir,  Arizona,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180,  1190) ,  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
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Document  Numbered  116,  Eighty-Seventh 
Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that 
local  cooperation  shall  consist  of  the  require¬ 
ments  that,  prior  to  construction,  local  in¬ 
terests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will:  (1) 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  $700,000,  to  be 
paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to 
the  start  of  pertinent  work  Items  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  construction  schedules,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  except  that 
the  reasonable  value,  as  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  of  any  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  furnished  by 
the  local  Interests  shall  be  deducted  from 
the  required  cash  contribution;  (2)  Hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  (3)  Maintain 
and  operate  all  works  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  209.  (a)  Whenever  any  State,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local 
government,  or  any  nonprofit  incorporated 
body  organized  or  chartered  under  the  law 
of  the  State  In  which  it  is  located,  or  any 
nonprofit  association  or  combination  of  such 
bodies,  agencies  or  instrumentalities,  shall 
undertake  to  secure  any  lands  or  interests 
therein  as  a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  fami¬ 
lies,  individuals,  and  business  concerns  dis¬ 
placed  by  a  river  and  harbor  improvement, 
flood  control  or  other  water  resource  project 
duly  authorized  by  Congress,  and  when  it  has 
been  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  the  State  is  unable  to  acquire 
necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands  or  is 
unable  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in 
lands  with  sufficient  promptness,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  upon  the  request  of  the  Governor  of  the 
State  in  which  such  site  is  located,  and  after 
cosultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State, 
interstate,  regional,  and  local  departments 
and  agencies,  is  authorized,  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States  and  prior  to  the  approval 
of  title  by  the  Attorney  General,  to  acquire, 
enter  upon,  and  take  possession  of  such  lands 
or  interests  in  lands  by  purchase,  donation, 
condemnation  or  otherwise  in  accordance 
with  the  laws  of  the  United  States  (including 
the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421) ) . 
All  expenses  of  said  acquisition  and  any 
award  that  may  be  made  under  a  condemna¬ 
tion  proceeding,  including  costs  of  examina¬ 
tion  and  abstract  of  title,  certificate  of  title, 
appraisal,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incident 
to  acquisition,  shall  be  paid  by  such  State 
or  body,  agency,  or  Instrumentality.  Pending 
such  payment,  the  Secretary  may  expend 
from  any  funds  hereafter  appropriated  for 
the  project  occasioning  such  acquisition  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
section.  To  secure  payment,  the  Secretary 
may  require  any  such  State  or  agency,  body, 
or  instrumentality  to  execute  a  proper  bond 
in  such  amount  as  he  may  deem  necessary 
before  acquisition  is  commenced.  Any  sums 
paid  to  the  Secretary  by  any  such  State  or 
agency,  body  or  instrumentality  shall  be  de¬ 
posited  in  the  Treasury  to  the  credit  of  the 
appropriation  for  such  project. 

(b)  No  acquisition  shall  be  undertaken 
under  the  authority  of  this  section  unless 
the  Secretary  has  determined,  after  consulta¬ 
tion  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governmental  agencies  that  (1)  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  site  is  necessary  in  order  to 
alleviate  hardships  to  displaced  persons;  (2) 
the  location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  devel¬ 
opment  in  relation  to  present  or  potential 
sources  of  employment;  and  (3)  a  plan  for 
development  of  the  site  has  been  approved 
by  appropriate  local  governmental  authori¬ 
ties  in  the  area  or  community  in  which  such 
site  is  located. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized 
and  directed  by  proper  deed,  executed  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States,  to  convey  any 
lands  or  interests  in  land  acquired  in  any 
State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  to 
the  State,  or  such  public  or  private  nonprofit 


body,  agency,  or  institution  in  the  State  as 
the  Governor  may  prescribe,  upon  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by 
the  Secretary,  the  Governor,  and  the  agency 
to  which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

Sec.  210.  No  entrance  or  admission  fees 
shall  be  collected  after  March  31,  1970,  by 
any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States 
at  public  recreation  areas  located  at  lakes 
and  reservoirs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army.  User 
fees  at  these  lakes  and  reservoirs  shall  be 
collected  by  officers  and  employees  of  the 
United  States  only  from  users  of  highly  de¬ 
veloped  facilities  requiring  continuous  pres¬ 
ence  of  personnel  for  maintenance  and  su¬ 
pervision  of  the  facilities,  and  shall  not  be 
collected  for  access  to  or  use  of  water  areas, 
undeveloped  or  lightly  developed  shoreland, 
picnic  grounds,  overlook  sites,  scenic  drives, 
or  boat  launching  ramps  where  no  mechani¬ 
cal  or  hydraulic  equipment  is  provided. 

Sec.  211.  The  Mason  J.  Niblack  levee  fea¬ 
ture  of  the  project  for  flood  control  in  the 
Wabash  River  Basin,  Illinois  and  Indiana, 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  24,  1946,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  the  installation  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  and  operation  and  maintenance 
by  local  interests,  of  pumping  facilities  to 
remove  ponded  Interior  drainage  from  the 
area  protected  by  the  levee,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $500,000. 

Sec.  212.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  amend  Contract  Numbered  DA- 
45-108— CIVENG-66— 68,  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Montana  State  Highway  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  relocation  of  Montana  State 
Highway  37  in  connection  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Libby  Dam  project,  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  design  standards  for  the  reloca¬ 
tion  shall  be  those  adopted  by  the  State  of 
Montana  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Highway  Safety  Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  731) . 

Sec.  213.  The  project  for  flood  control  and 
Improvement  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  River, 
adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat. 
534)  as  amended  and  modified,  is  further 
modified  to  provide  pumping  plants  and 
other  drainage  facilities  in  Cairo,  Illinois, 
and  vicinity,  to  the  extent  found  economi¬ 
cally  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  conditions  that  local  interests 
( 1 )  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  construction  of  the  work;  (2) 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  work;  and 
(3)  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after 
completion. 

Sec.  214.  The  project  for  the  Sanders  Creek 
Red  River  Basin,  Texas,  is  hereby  modified 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  additional 
privately  owned  lands  aggregating  approxi¬ 
mately  seven  hundred  and  fifty  acres  lo¬ 
cated  within  the  boundaries  of  former  Camp 
Maxey,  Lamar  County,  Texas,  for  the  purpose 
of  consolidating  Federal  ownership  of  areas 
as  may  be  needed  for  wildlife  purposes  in 
connection  with  the  Pat  Mayse  Dam  and 
Reservoir  project,  and  to  facilitate  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife  man¬ 
agement  area.  The  lands  so  acquired  will  be 
made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  or  to  the  State  of  Texas  in  accordance 
with  established  administrative  procedures 
pursuant  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordina¬ 
tion  Act  (16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.) .  The  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  such  lands  may  be  deferred  until 
such  time  as  assurances  are  given,  satisfac¬ 
tory  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  that  a  wildlife 
refuge  or  wildlife  management  area  will  be 
established. 

Sec.  215.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may, 
when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  enter  into  agreements  providing 
for  reimbursement  to  States  or  political  sub¬ 
divisions  thereof  for  work  to  be  performed 
by  such  non-Federal  public  bodies  at  water 


resources  development  projects  authorized 
for  construction  under  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  Such  agreements  may  provide  for 
reimbursement  of  installation  costs  incurred 
by  such  entities  or  an  equivalent  reduction 
in  the  contributions  they  would  otherwise 
be  required  to  make,  or  in  appropriate  cases, 
for  a  combination  thereof.  The  amount  of 
Federal  reimbursement,  including  reductions 
in  contributions,  for  a  single  project  shall  not 
exceed  $1,000,000. 

(b)  Agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to 
this  section  shall  ( 1 )  fully  describe  the  work 
to  be  accomplished  by  the  non-Federal  pub¬ 
lic  body,  and  be  accompanied  by  an  engi¬ 
neering  plan  if  necessary  therefor;  (2)  spec¬ 
ify  the  manner  in  which  such  work  shall  be 
carried  out;  (3)  provide  for  necessary  review 
of  design  and  plans,  and  inspection  of  the 
work  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  or  his  des¬ 
ignee;  (4)  state  the  basis  on  which  the 
amount  of  reimbursement  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined;  (5)  state  that  such  reimbursement 
shall  be  dependent  upon  the  appropriation 
of  funds  applicable  thereto  or  funds  avail¬ 
able  therefor,  and  shall  not  take  precedence 
over  other  pending  projects  of  higher  priority 
for  improvements;  and  (6)  specify  that  re¬ 
imbursement  or  credit  for  non-Federal  in¬ 
stallation  expenditures  shall  apply  only  to 
work  undertaken  on  Federal  projects  after 
project  authorization  and  execution  of  the 
agreement,  and  does  not  apply  retroactively 
to  past  non-Federal  work.  Each  such  agree¬ 
ment  shall  expire  three  years  after  the  date 
on  which  it  is  executed  if  the  work  to  be 
undertaken  by  the  non-Federal  public  body 
has  not  commenced  before  the  expiration  of 
that  period.  The  time  allowed  for  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  work  will  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  and  stated  in  the  agree¬ 
ment. 

(c)  No  reimbursement  shall  be  made,  and 
no  expenditure  shall  be  credited,  pursuant 
to  this  section,  unless  and  until  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  or  his  designee,  has  certified 
that  the  work  for  which  reimbursement  or 
credit  is  requested  has  been  performed  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  agreement. 

(d)  Reimbursement  for  work  commenced 
by  non-Federal  public  bodies  no  later  than 
one  year  after  enactment  of  this  section,  to 
carry  out  or  assist  in  carrying  out  projects 
for  beach  erosion  control,  may  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  2 
of  the  Act  of  August  13,  1946,  as  amended 
(33  U.S.C.  426f) .  Reimbursement  for  such 
work  may,  as  an  alternative,  be  made  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
provided  that  agreement  required  herein 
shall  have  been  executed  prior  to  commence¬ 
ment  of  the  work.  Expenditures  for  projects 
for  beach  erosion  control  commenced  by  non- 
Federal  public  bodies  subsequent  to  one  year 
after  enactment  of  this  section  may  be  re¬ 
imbursed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  only  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  be  construed 
(1)  as  authorizing  the  United  States  to  as¬ 
sume  any  responsibilities  placed  upon  a  non- 
Federal  body  by  the  conditions  of  project 
authorization,  or  (2)  as  committing  the 
United  States  to  reimburse  non-Federal  in¬ 
terests  if  the  Federal  project  is  not  under¬ 
taken  or  is  modified  so  as  to  make  the  work 
performed  by  the  non-Federal  public  body 
no  longer  applicable. 

(f)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  author¬ 
ized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed 
$10,000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section.  This  lim¬ 
itation  does  not  include  specific  project  au¬ 
thorizations  providing  for  reimbursement. 

Sec.  216.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
shall,  without  monetary  consideration,  ex¬ 
tend  until  October  1,  1964,  the  rights  de¬ 
scribed  in  this  section  which  were  reserved 
until  July  1,  1964,  to  any  former  owner  (in- 
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eluding  his  heirs,  administrators,  executors, 
successors,  and  assigns)  of  the  subsurface 
estate  of  any  real  property  acquired  by  the 
United  States  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Carlyle  Reservoir  project  on 
the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois.  The  reserved 
rights  referred  to  in  this  section  are  more 
particularly  described  as  the  reservation  of 
all  oil,  gas,  and  other  minerals  of  like  fuga¬ 
cious  character,  together  with  rights  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  purpose  of  exploration,  develop¬ 
ment,  production,  and  removal  thereof  with¬ 
in  the  Boulder  Oil  Field  and  restricted  to 
section  2  township  2  north,  range  2  west, 
and  sections  34,  35,  and  36  in  township  3 
north,  range  2  west,  Clinton  County,  Illinois. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  such  persons  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  whose  rights  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  extended  by  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  the  amount  of  money  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  rep¬ 
resent  their  respective  interests  in  royalty 
payments  received  by  the  United  States  for 
the  authorized  three-month  extended  period. 
The  total  payments  so  made  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  sum  of  $6,401.16. 

Sec.  217.  (a)  No  provision  of  law  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  enacted  which  limits  the 
number  of  persons  who  may  be  appointed  as 
full-time  civilian  employees,  or  temporary 
and  part-time  employees,  in  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  shall  apply  to 
employees  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
engaged  in  its  power  program  and  paid  ex¬ 
clusively  from  other  than  appropriated 
funds.  In  applying  any  such  provision  of  law 
to  other  departments  and  agencies  in  the 
executive  branch,  the  number  of  such  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account. 

(b)  No  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit 
expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the 
fiscal  year  ending  on  June  30,  1969,  under  the 
Budget  of  the  United  States  Government, 
shall  apply  to  expenditures  by  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  out  of  the  proceeds  from 
its  power  operations,  from  the  sale  of  any 
power  program  assets,  or  from  power  rev¬ 
enue  bonds,  notes,  or  other  evidences  of  in¬ 
debtedness. 

Sec.  218.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause 
surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes, 
including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or 
due  to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  un¬ 
der  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and 
its  territorial  possessions,  which  include  the 
localities  specifically  named  in  this  section. 
After  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made 
on  any  survey  authorized  by  this  section 
are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental 
or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be 
made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  re¬ 
view  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be 
made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to 
Congress,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the 
national  defense  or  by  changed  physical  or 
economic  conditions. 

Burnett,  Crystal,  and  Scotts  Bays  and 
vicinity,  Baytown,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of 
flood  control,  drainage,  and  related  water  and 
land  resources,  including  specifically  the 
problems  of  general  subsidence  of  the  area 
and  flood  problems  created  thereby. 

Linville  Creek,  Caney  Creek  and  Tres  Pala- 
cious,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control 
and  related  purposes. 

Oso  Creek,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control  and  related  purposes. 

Maddaket,  Smith’s  Point  and  Broad  Creek, 
Massachusetts,  in  the  interest  of  flood  con¬ 
trol,  hurricane  protection,  navigation  and 
related  purposes. 

Streams  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Spring 
Mountain  Youth  Camp,  Spring  Mountain 


Range,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flood  con¬ 
trol,  bank  erosion  control,  and  allied  pur¬ 
poses. 

Virgin  River,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
Bunkerville,  Mesquite,  and  Riverside,  Nevada, 
In  the  interest  of  flood  control,  bank  erosion 
control,  and  allied  purposes. 

Cuyahoga  River  from  Upper  Kent  to  Por¬ 
tage  Trail  in  Cuyahoga  Falls,  Ohio,  in  the 
interest  of  flood  control,  pollution  abate¬ 
ment,  low  flow  regulation,  and  other  allied 
water  purposes. 

Kalihi  Stream,  Honolulu,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  219.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “Flood  Control  Act  of  1968.” 

TITLE  III— RIVER  BASIN  MONETARY 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  301.  That,  (a)  in  addition  to  previous 
authorizations,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  prosecution  of  the 
comprehensive  plan  of  development  of  each 
river  basin  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  referred  to  in  the  first 
column  below,  which  was  basically  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Act  referred  to  by  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  in  the  second  column  below,  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  that  shown  opposite  such  river 
basin  in  the  third  column  below: 


Basin  Act  of  Amount 

Congress 


Alabama-Coosa  River _  Mar.  2, 1945 

Arkansas  River _ _ June  28,1938 

Brazos  River _ _ Sept.  3,1954 

Cedtral  and  southern  Florida...  June  30, 1948 

Columbia  River _  June  28, 1938 

Missouri  River _ June  28,1938 

Ohio  River. _ _ June  22, 1936 

Ouachita  River. . .  May  17,1950 

San  Joaquin  River . . Dec.  22,1944 

South  Platte  River _  May  17, 1950 

Upper  Mississippi  River . June  28, 1938 

White  River _ _ _ June  28,  1938 


$29,  000,  000 
108,  000,  000 
2,  000,  000 
15,  000,  000 
193,  000,  000 
38,  000,  000 
35,  000,  000 
10, 000, 000 
17, 000,  000 
12,  000, 000 
5, 000, 000 
2,  000,  000 


(b)  The  total  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed 
$466,000,000. 

Sec.  302.  In  addition  to  the  previous  au¬ 
thorization,  the  completion  of  the  system  of 
flood  control  reservoirs  on  the  West  Branch 
Susquehanna  River,  Pennsylvania,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is 
hereby  authorized  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,000,000. 

Sec.  303.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “River  Basin  Monetary  Authorization 
Act  of  1968”. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House  and  request  a 
conference  with  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  be 
authorized  to  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph,  Mr.  Young  of  Ohio,  Mr.  Muskie, 
Mr.  Gruening,  Mr.  Jordan  of  North 
Carolina,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Pong,  and  Mr. 
Murphy  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 


- 6&DER  OP  BUSINESS - 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  re¬ 
scinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


July  18,  1968 

APPOINTMENT  OF  DR.  ROBERT  </ 
MARSTON  AS  DIRECTOR  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  /OF 
HEALTH  / 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  Dr/ James 
A.  Shannon,  after  many  years /f  service 
as  Director  of  the  National  Restitutes  of 
Health,  will  retire  on  Sept/nber  1,  and 
Secretary  Cohen  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and'  Welfare  has 
selected  for  the  position  Dr.  Robert  Q. 
Marston.  / 

Dr.  Marston  has  arfine  record  of  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  health  /eld.  Secretary  Cohen 
says  of  him:  / 

He  has  been  a f  brilliant  student,  an  able 
physician,  a  Rhodes  scholar,  a  Dean  of  a 
medical  scho/,  and  a  vigorous  and  dynamic 
leader  in  tl/  medical  field. 

Dr.  Mjurston’s  appointment  would  in¬ 
deed  saem  to  be  an  excellent  one. 

I  aafc  unanimous  consent  to  have  print¬ 
ed  an,  this  point  in  the  Record  a  letter 
fi/m  Secretary  Cohen  to  the  President 
/uvising  him  of  the  appointment  of  Dr. 
Marston,  a  letter  from  the  President  in 
reply  to  Secretary  Cohen’s  letter  to  him, 
and  a  brief  sketch  of  Dr.  Marston,  his 
educational  qualifications,  his  military 
service,  and  the  academic  positions 
which  he  has  held,  all  of  which  confirm 
the  wisdom  of  his  appointment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


The  Secretary  of  Health, 

Education,  and  Welfare, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  17,  1968. 
The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  In  accordance  with 
our  discussion  yesterday,  I  have  reviewed  with 
Dr.  Marston  the  problems  and  challenges 
which  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  faces 
during  the  period  ahead. 

I  have  told  Dr.  Marston  that  it  was  our 
desire  that  he  become  the  Director  of  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  as  Dr.  Shan¬ 
non’s  successor.  This  conclusion  is  the  result 
of  an  extensive  search  throughout  the  field 
for  a  medical-scientific  administrator  as  a 
worthy  successor  to  Dr.  Shannon. 

Dr.  Marston  has  demonstrated  outstanding 
ability  in  innovative  leadership  as  the  first 
Director  of  the  Regional  Medical  Program 
Sind  Associate  Director  of  NTH,  and  presently 
akthe  Administrator  of  the  Health  Services 
anct  Mental  Health  Administration.  He  has 
been\a  brilliant  student,  an  able  physician, 
a  Rhodes  Scholar,  the  Dean  of  a  Medical 
School, >md  a  vigorous  and  dynamic  leader 
in  the  modical  field. 

I  have  toid  Dr.  Marston  that  the  Director 
of  the  NTH 'will  be  faced  with  tremendous 
challenges  in  ckuecting  the  medical  and  scien¬ 
tific  programs  vdiich  have  increased  so  dra¬ 
matically  under  >our  leadership.  They  must 
be  carried  on  by  ^person  with  deep  under¬ 
standing  of  their  potential,  and  with  ability 
to  bring  out  the  beslNtalents  of  others. 

I  believe  that  Dr.  Bterston  possesses  all 
these  qualities.  I  am  glack  that  you  share  my 
view  about  Dr.  Marston.  H\will  make  a  great 
Director  of  NIH.  \ 

I  am  happy  to  inform  you  tn^t  Dr.  Marston 
accepts  this  challenge  and  thi\  opportunity. 

Sincerely,  \ 

Wilbur  J.  Comn, 

Secretary. 


July  17,  fSR>8. 

Hon.  Wilbur  J.  Cohen,  \ 

Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  Washington,  D.C.  \ 

Dear  Wilbur:  As  you  know  so  well,  I  am 
deeply  interested  in  the  future  of  the  Na- 
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HIGHLIGHT:  Senate  passe/ farm  bill. 


\ 

HOUSE  -  July  19,  1968 

1.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3710,  to  authorize  the  construction 
repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navi¬ 
gation  and  flood  control.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed,  p.  H7041 


APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  18785, 
Department  appropriation  bill,  1969  (H.  Rept.  1754).  p.  H7116 


the  Defense 
\ 


2 


HOUSING*  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  difference 
between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of  S.  3497,  the  housing  bi  Ij 
Pc  D7: 

EXPENDITURES*  Rep*  Mahon  stated  "I  do  not  now  see  that  we  are  going  t/  achieve 
the  $6  billion  cut  in  expenditures  in  the  individual  bills"  and  that?  the  Presi¬ 
dent  will  ha^e  to  "take  whatever  additional  measures  that  are  necessary. "  p. 
H7040 


5.  POSTAL  SERVICE*  Rep*  Dorn  stated  that  he  was  "shocked"  at  the/fcecent  decree 
by  the  Post  Off ice\Dept„  to  the  effect  that  mail  service  would  be  curtailed 
and  small  post  offices  serving  rural  communities  would  be  alosed.  p.  H7041 


COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT.  Nlep 
community  self-help  program 
Self-Determination  Act." 


Goodell  spoke  in  support  of /the  "comprehensive 
which  can  stem  from  the  passage  of  the  Community 
H7106 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.,  Rep.  Albert  announced  the  program  for  Mon.  and  the  balance 
of  the  week  as  follows:  Highe\  Education  Amendments,  food  stamp  bill,  farm 
bill,  military  construction  bilK  District  of 'Columbia  and  Defense  Dept,  appro¬ 
priation  bills,  supergrade  bill,  endangered  Sypecies  of  wildlife  and  fishermen's 
protective  bills.  pp.  H7099-7100 

ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  July  22.  p.  H711^ 

SENATE  --  j/ly\9,  1968 

PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  CivitL  Serviced Commi ttee  reported  with  amendments 
H.R.  13844,  to  grant  time  off  for/ employees  tX  arrange  funerals  of  their  children 
lost  in  hostile  military  action/XS.  Rept.  1443A.  P«  S8946 

10.  WILDLIFE.  Passed  as  reported/H.  R.  25,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

in  cooperation  with  the  Stares  to  preserve, protect, Ndevelop,  restore,  and  make 
accessible  estuarine  areas  of  the  Nation  which  are  valuable  for  sport  and  com¬ 
mercial  fishing,  wildlife  conservation,  recreation,  and.  scenic  beauty.  pp, 
S8956-7  ^  X 

11.  FPC.  Concurred  in  H*5use  amendments  of  a  technical  and  clarifying  nature  to  SL 

2445,  to  amend  parr  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  to  clarify  thX.  manner  in  which 
the  licensing  authority  of  the  Commission  and  the  right  of  theVU.  S.  to  take 
over  a  project/or  projects  upon  or  after  the  expiration  of  any  license  shall 
be  exercised  Xp.  S8951).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 

12.  LANDS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3687,  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  'Agriculture 

to  relea/e  on  behalf  of  the  U.  S.  a  condition  in  a  deed  conveying  certain  lands 
to  the  .State  of  Ohio.  p.  S8950 

13.  FARM  XEROGRAM.  Continued  debate  on  S.  3590,  the  farm  bill  (pp.  S9008-41)  .  ''Agreed 
to/cfommi ttee  amendments  en  bloc  to  be  considered  as  original  text  for  the  p\rpose 

amendment  (p.  S9009).  Rejected,  40-40,  an  Aiken  amendment  to  provide  for 
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change  Commission  and  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  of  the  Currency. 

in  exceptionally  personable  individ- 
ualVLee  combines  good  judgment  with 
singular  technical  ability.  We  will  all 
miss  him,  but  wish  him  success  in  his 
new  venture. 

>STAL  SERVICE 

(Mr.  DORNVsked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise,  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  shocked 
at  the  recent  decree  nv  the  Post  Office 
Department  to  the  effect  that  mail  serv¬ 
ice  would  be  curtailed  and  small  post 
offices  serving  rural  commodities  would 
be  closed. 

This  fantastic  and  bland  announce¬ 
ment  comes  so  soon  after  postarsrate  in¬ 
creases  that  it  leaves  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  bewildered  and  dismayed.  wX  are 
experiencing  difficulty  already  in  prompt 
mail  delivery  throughout  the  count' 
Add  to  that  the  discharge  of  thousand: 
of  employees  and  chaos  in  mail  service 
could  result.  Postal  employees  are  experi¬ 
encing  crowded  conditions,  impossible 
schedules,  and  shortages  of  personnel  In 
many  areas.  This  is  no  time  to  cut  per¬ 
sonnel  and  close  post  offices. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  needs  all  of  its  present  personnel 
and  even  additional  personnel  to  handle 
the  ever-increasing  volume  of  mail. 

When  we  are  wrestling  with  the  grave 
problems  of  the  ghetto  and  urbanization, 
it  is  incredible  that  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  would  close  post  offices  in  rural 
communities  and  small  towns.  The  Agri¬ 
culture  Department  is  conducting  a  cam¬ 
paign  to  encourage  rural  people  to  re¬ 
main  on  the  land  and  here  we  have  the 
Post  Office  taking  the  opposite  course. 

The  Post  Office  Department  has  the 
money  to  operate  at  the  present  level.  It 
is  not  a  question  of  financing.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  this  looks  like  an  effort  to  blackmail 
and  intimidate  the  Congress. 

CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  WOLFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
the  House  passed  an  amendment  n*  the 
foreign  aid  bill  to  negotiate  an  Agree¬ 
ment  with  the  country  of  Israel/to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  sale  of  50  Phantorar  F-4  jets. 

An  incorrect  amendment  /?as  printed 
in  the  Record. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  Record  be  ^hanged  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is/there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  phjection. 

IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  POLICE  IN  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

(Mr.  WHITENER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
rGn)4rks )  , 

lr.  WHITENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
fetened  with  great  interest  to  the  re¬ 
-marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
with  reference  to  the  Police  Department 
here  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 


I  believe  it  is  only  proper  to  say,  as 
one  who  has  had  rather  direct  contact 
with  that  Department  over  a  period  of 
years,  that  I  believe  there  is  entirely  too 
much  loose  talk  about  and  criticism  of 
the  Police  Department  here  in  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  Capital. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  fortunate  that  we 
have  a  recognized  and  outstanding  corps 
of  police  officers  serving  the  people  in 
the  Nation’s  Capital.  I  would  like  to  hear 
someone  some  time  express  some  grief 
over  the  needless  killing  of  many  coura¬ 
geous  young  men  who  wear  the  blue  uni¬ 
form,  and  make  it  safe  for  the  general 
public — including  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress — to  live  and  work  in  this  com¬ 
munity.  Too  often  do  we  hear  them  la¬ 
ment  the  certain  things  which  are  not 
put  into  proper  focus. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  the  Chief  of 
Police,  John  Layton,  and  the  men  of 
his  Department  for  the  continuing  good 
work  that  they  are  doing.  I  hope  that 
others  who  feel  the  same  way  will  speak 
out  in  their  behalf.  We  are  fortunate  to 
have  our  dedicated  Metropolitan  Poll 
.officers  serving  us  so  well. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
S.  3710,  AUTHORIZING  PUBLIC 
WORKS  ON  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 
FOR  NAVIGATION  AND  FLOOD 
CONTROL 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (S.  3710)  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  amendments  of  the 
House  thereto,  insist  on  the  House 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  is  this  request  to  go  to 
conference  and  disagree  with  the  Senate 
version? 

The  SPEAKER.  It  is  to  insist  upon  the 
position  of  the  House. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Blatnik,  Jones  of  Alabama,  Wright, 
Edmondson,  Johnson  of  California, 
Cramer,  Harsha,  and  Don  H.  Clausen. 


STATE  FIREARMS  CONTROL 
ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1968 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  17735)  to  amend 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
for  better  control  of  the  interstate  traffic 
in  firearms. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OP  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 


consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  17735,  with 
Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  in.  the  chahL 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Cofrimit- 
tee  rose  on  Wednesday,  July  V7,  1968, 
the  Clerk  had  read  through  tbVfirst  sec¬ 
tion  ending  on  line  4,  page  1/of  the  bill. 

If  there  are  no  amendn/ents  to  this 
section,  the  Clerk  will  rea.A 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  th/t  further  reading 
of  the  bill  be  dispensed  with,  that  the 
bill  be  considered  /s  read  and  open  to 
amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York?  V 

Mr.  DIN^JELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to 
direct  a/question  to  my  dear  friend,  the 
gentlejnan  from  New  York. 

Is  At  his  purpose  at  some  time  later  in 
thoylay  to  limit  debate  on  this  bill? 

AjLv.  CELLER.  I  have  no  present  inten¬ 
sion  of  limiting  debate  today. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  am  much  troubled  by 
the  prospect  that  we  might  find  our¬ 
selves  in  the  position  that  we  have  at 
times  found  ourselves  in  when  we  have 
"limited  debate  and  where  in  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  amendments  the  authors  who 
offer  them  in  good  faith,  because  of  the 
limitation  of  time,  have  not  even  been 
able  to  discuss  their  amendments  and 
explain  the  purposes  thereof. 

I  hope  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
will  protect  the  membership  of  this  body 
from  that  kind  of  situation  happening 
again. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  assure  the  gentleman 
that  I  will  try  to  protect  the  rights  of 
Members  in  speaking  on  their  amend¬ 
ments  in  every  reasonable  way  that  I 
can. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  further  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  would  sug¬ 
gest  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
LMr.  Celler]  at  least  to  start  on  the 
amending  process  and  limit  his  request 
to  the  individual  sections  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  would  inform  the 
gentleman  that  section  2  is  practically 
the  entire  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw 
iy  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
toSlhe  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
NewYork  [Mr.  Celler!  ? 

ThVe  was  no  objection. 

The  Remainder  of  the  bill  is  as  follows: 

INDINGS  AND  DECLARATION 

Sec.  2.  (AThe  Congress  hereby  finds  and 
declares — 

(1)  that  thelra  is  a  widespread  traffic  in 
firearms  movin^V  in  or  otherwise  affecting 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  and  that  the 
existing  Federal  controls  over  such  traffic 
do  not  adequately  errable  the  States  to  con¬ 
trol  this  traffic  withik  their  own  borders 
through  the  exercise  of\heir  police  powers; 

(2)  that  the  ease  withVhich  any  person 
can  acquire  firearms  (including  criminals, 
juveniles  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  their  parents  or  guardians, Varcotics  ad¬ 
dicts,  mental  defectives,  armedVroups  who 
would  supplant  the  functions  ofNduly  con¬ 
stituted  public  authorities,  and  others  whose 
possession  of  such  weapons  is  similar^  con¬ 
trary  to  the  public  interest)  is  a  significant 
factor  in  the  prevalence  of  lawlessness V.nd 
violent  crime  in  the  United  States; 

(3)  that  only  through  adequate  Federa 
control  over  interstate  and  foreign  commerce' 
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irk  these  weapons,  and  over  all  persons  en¬ 
gaging  in  the  business  of  importing,  manu¬ 
facturing,  or  dealing  in  them,  can  this  grave 
problem  be  properly  dealt  with,  and  effec¬ 
tive  State  and  local  regulation  of  this  traffic 
be  made  possible; 

(4)  that\the  acquisition  on  a  mail-order 
basis  of  firearm  by  nonlicensed  individuals, 
from  a  place  Other  than  their  State  of  resi¬ 
dence,  has  materially  tended  to  thwart  the 
effectiveness  of  State  laws  and  regulations, 
and  local  ordinances; 

(5)  that  the  salNor  other  disposition  of 
firearms  by  imported,  manufacturers,  and 
dealers  holding  FederalMicenses,  to  nonresi¬ 
dents  of  the  State  in  Whuff1  the  licensees’ 
place  of  business  are  locaoed,  has  tended  to 
make  ineffective  the  laws,  \egulations,  and 
ordinances  in  the  several  States  and  local 
jurisdictions  regarding  such  firearms; 

(6)  that  there  is  a  causal  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  easy  availability  of  firearms  and 
juvenile  and  youthful  criminal  behartor,  and 
that  firearms  have  been  widely  sold  py  fed¬ 
erally  licensed  importers  and  dealers  totemo- 
tionally  immature,  or  thrill-bent  juveniles 
and  minors  prone  to  criminal  behavior;  \ 

(7)  that  the  United  States  has  become  tns 
dumping  ground  of  the  castoff  surplus  mili-  > 
tary  weapons  of  other  nations,  and  that  such 
weapons,  and  the  large  volume  of  relatively 
inexpensive  firearms  (largely  worthless  for 
sporting  purposes) ,  imported  into  the  United 
States  in  recent  years,  has  contributed  greatly 
to  lawlessness  and  to  the  Nation’s  law  en¬ 
forcement  problems; 

(8)  that  the  lack  of  adequate  Federal  con¬ 
trol  over  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in 
highly  destructive  weapons  (such  as  ba¬ 
zookas,  mortars,  antitank  guns,  and  so  forth, 
and  destructive  devices  such  as  explosive  or 
incendiary  grenades,  bombs,  missiles,  and  so 
forth)  has  allowed  such  weapons  and  devices 
to  fall  into  the  hands  of  lawless  persons,  in¬ 
cluding  armed  groups  who  would  supplant 
lawful  authority,  thus  creating  a  problem  of 
national  concern; 

(9)  that  the  existing  licensing  system 
under  the  Federal  Firearms  Act  does  not 
provide  adequate  license  fees  or  proper  stand¬ 
ards  for  the  granting  or  denial  of  licenses, 
and  that  this  had  led  to  licenses  being  issued 
to  persons  not  reasonably  entitled  thereto, 
thus  distorting  the  purposes  of  the  licensing 
system. 

(b)  The  Congress  further  hereby  declares 
that  the  purpose  of  this  title  is  to  cope  with 
the  conditions  referred  to  in  the  foregoing 
subsection,  and  that  it  is  not  the  purpose 
of  this  title  to  place  any  undue  or  unneces¬ 
sary  Federal  restrictions  or  burdens  on  law 
abiding  citizens  with  respect  to  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  possession,  or  use  of  firearms  approy* 
priate  to  the  purpose  of  hunting,  trap  shoo/ 
ing,  target  shooting,  personal  protection/or 
any  other  lawful  activity,  and  that  this/title 
is  not  intended  to  discourage  or  eliminate 
the  private  ownership  or  use  of  fir/ms  by 
law  abiding  citizens  for  lawful  purposes,  or 
provide  for  the  imposition  by  F/eral  regu¬ 
lations  of  any  procedures  or  requirements 
other  than  those  reasonably  necessary  to  im¬ 
plement  and  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this 
title.  / 

Sec.  3.  Title  18,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  a/r  section  917  there-' 
of  chapter  44  to  read  a/follows: 

“Chapter  ,44. — Firearms 
“Sec.  / 

“921.  Definitions/ 

“922.  Unlawful  kcts. 

“923.  Licensir/ 

“924.  Penal/s. 

“925.  Exce/ions:  Relief  from  disabilities. 

“926.  Ri/s  and  regulations. 

“927.  Meet  on  State  law. 

“928./eparability  clause. 

“§921.  Definitions 
/(a)  As  used  in  this  chapter— 

/  “(1)  The  term  ‘person’  and  the  term  ‘who¬ 
ever’  includes  any  individual,  corporation, 


company,  association,  firm,  partnership,  so¬ 
ciety,  or  joint  stock  company. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce’  includes  commerce  between  any  State 
or  possession  (not  including  the  Canal  Zone) 
and  any  place  outside  thereof;  or  between 
points  within  the  same  State  or  possession 
(not  including  the  Canal  Zone) ,  but  through 
any  place  outside  thereof;  or  within  any  pos¬ 
session  or  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  term 
‘State’  shall  include  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia. 

“(3)  The  term  ‘firearm’  means  any  weap¬ 
on  (including  a  starter  gun)  which  will  or 
is  designed  to  or  may  readily  be  converted  to 
expel  a  projectile  by  the  action  of  an  ex¬ 
plosive;  the  frame  or  receiver  or  any  such 
weapon;  or  any  firearm  muffler  or  firearm 
silencer;  or  any  destructive  device. 

“(4)  The  term  ‘destructive  device’  means 
any  explosive,  incendiary,  or  poison  gas  bomb, 
grenade,  mine,  rocket,  missile,  or  similar  de¬ 
vice;  and  includes  any  type  of  weapon  which 
will  or  is  designed  to  or  may  readily  be  con¬ 
verted  to  expel  a  projectile  by  the  action  of 
any  explosive  and  having  any  barrel  with  a 
bore  of  one-half  inch  or  more  in  diameter. 

“(5)  The  term  ‘shotgun’  means  a  weapon 
'designed  or  redesigned,  made  or  remade,  and 
intended  to  be  fired  from  the  shoulder  and 
designed  or  redesigned  and  made  or  remade 
to  use  the  energy  of  the  explosive  in  a  fixed' 
shotgun  shell  to  fire  through  a  smooth  bore 
either  aSnumber  of  ball  shot  or  a  single  pro¬ 
jectile  forveach  single  pull  of  the  triggeit 

“(6)  ThX  term  ‘short-barreled  shotgun’ 
means  a  shotgun  having  one  or  mo/  barrels 
less  than  eighteen  inches  in  lengm  and  any 
weapon  made  item  a  shotgun  ^whether  by 
alteration,  modification,  or  o th/vise)  if  such 
weapon  as  modified.  has  an  overall  length  of 
less  than  twenty- six  inches./ 

“(7)  The  term  ‘rift/m/ns  a  weapon  de¬ 
signed  or  redesigned,  m/de  or  remade,  and 
intended  to  be  fired  f/nk  the  shoulder  and 
designed  or  redesign/  anckmade  or  remade 
to  use  the  energy  </ the  explosive  in  a  fixed 
metallic  cartridge/o  fire  onl\a  single  pro¬ 
jectile  through  / rifled  bore  fok  each  single 
pull  of  the  trigger.  \ 

“(8)  The  t/m  ‘short-barreled  rifle’  means 
a  rifle  havi/  one  or  more  barrels  less  than 
sixteen  ii/hes  in  length  and  any  weapon 
made  fi/n  a  rifle  (whether  by  alteration, 
modifi/tion,  or  otherwise)  if  such  weapon, 
as  m/ified,  has  an  overall  length  of  less  than 
twe/y-six  inches.  \ 

/(9)  The  term  ‘importer’  means  any  person 
engaged  in  the  business  of  importing  or 
'bringing  firearms  or  ammunition  into  the 
United  States  for  purposes  of  sale  or  distribu¬ 
tion;  and  the  term  ‘licensed  importer’  means 
any  such  person  licensed  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  chapter. 

“(10)  The  term  ‘manufacturer’  means  any 
person  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  fire¬ 
arms  or  ammunition  for  purposes  of  sale  or 
distribution;  and  the  term  ‘licensed  manu¬ 
facturer’  means  any  such  person  licensed 
under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter. 

“(11)  The  term  ‘dealer’  means  (A)  any 
person  engaged  in  the  business  of  selling 
firearms  or  ammunition  at  wholesale  or  re¬ 
tail,  (B)  any  person  engaged  in  the  business 
of  repairing  such  firearms  or  of  making  or 
fiting  special  barrels,  stocks,  or  trigger  mech¬ 
anisms  to  firearms,  or  (C)  any  person  who  is 
a  pawnbroaker.  The  term  ‘licensed  dealer’ 
means  any  dealer  who  is  licensed  under  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter. 

“(12)  The  term  ‘pawnbroker”  means  any 
person  whose  business  or  occupation  includes 
the  taking  or  receiving,  by  way  of  pledge 
or  pawn,  of  any  firearm  or  ammunition  as 
security  for  the  payment  or  repayment  of 
money. 

“(13)  The  term  ‘indictment’  includes  an 
indictment  or  an  information  in  any  court 
under  which  a  crime  punishable  by  imprison¬ 
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ment  for  a  term  exceeding  one  year  may  be 
prosecuted.- 

“(14)  The  term  ‘fugitive  from  justice/ 
means  any  person  who  has  fled  from  ayiy 
State  or  possession  to  avoid  prosecutioiyior 
a  crime  or  to  avoid  giving  testimony  i / any 
criminal  proceeding.  / 

“(15)  The  term  ‘antique  firearr/  means 
any  firearm  not  designed  or  rede/gned  for 
using  rim  fire  or  conventional /enter  fire 
ignition  with  fixed  ammunitio/ and  manu¬ 
factured  in  or  before  1898  (/Including  any 
matchlock,  flintlock,  percus/n  cap,  or  sim¬ 
ilar  early  type  of  ignition /ystem  or  replica 
thereof,  whether  actuall/manufactured  be¬ 
fore  or  after  the  year /898)  and  also  any 
firearm  using  fixed  /.munition  manufac¬ 
tured  in  or  before  l/8,  for  which  ammuni¬ 
tion  is  no  longer  m/ufactured  in  the  United 
States  and  is  n/  readily  available  in  the 
ordinary  chann/s  of  commercial  trade. 

“(16)  The  term  ‘ammunition’  means  am¬ 
munition  or/cartridge  cases,  primers,  bul¬ 
lets,  or  pr/ellent  powder  designed  for  use 
in  any  fitearm. 

“(17)  /The  term  ‘Secretary’  or  ‘Secretary 
of  the /Treasury’  means  the  Secretary  of  the 
Trea/ry  or  his  delegate. 

“/)  As  used  in  this  chapter — - 
/(l)  The  term  ‘firearm’  shall  not  include 
aoi  antique  fiearm. 

'  “(2)  The  term ‘destructive  device’ shall  not 
include — 

“(A)  a  devices  which  is  neither  designed 
nor  redesigned  nor  used  nor  intended  for 
use  as  a  weapon;  or 

“(B)  any  device,  although  originally  de¬ 
signed  as  a  weapon,  which  is  redesigned  so 
that  it  may  be  used  solely  as  a  signaling, 
linethrowing,  safety,  or  similar  device;  or 
“(C)  any  shotgun  other  than  a  short-bar¬ 
reled  shotgun;  or 

“(D)  any  nonautomatic  rifle  (other  than 
a  short-barreled  rifle)  generally  recognized 
or  particularly  suitable  for  use  for  the  hunt¬ 
ing  of  big  game;  or 

“(E)  surplus  obsolete  ordnance  sold, 
loaned,  or  given  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  4684(2) , 
4685,  or  4686  of  title  10,  United  States  Code; 
or 

“(F)  any  other  device  which  the  Secretary 
finds  is  not  likely  to  be  used  as  a  weapon. 

“(3)  The  term  ‘crime  punishable  by  im¬ 
prisonment  for  a  term  exceeding  one  year’ 
shall  not  include  any  Federal  or  State  of¬ 
fenses  pertaining  to  antitrust  violations,  un¬ 
fair  trade  practices,  restraints  of  trade,  or 
other  similar  offenses  relating  to  the  regula¬ 
tion  of  business  practices  as  the  Secretary 
may  by  regulation  designate. 

“§'022.  Unlawful  acts 

“  (te  It  shall  be  unlawful — 

“(l\for  any  person,  except  a  licensed  im¬ 
porter, Nlicensed  manufacturer,  or  licensed 
dealer,  Ukengage  in  the  business  of  import¬ 
ing,  manufacturing,  or  dealing  in  firearms,  or 
ammunitionv  or  in  the  course  of  such  busi¬ 
ness  to  ship,  transport,  or  receive  any  firearm 
or  ammunition  in  interstate  or  foreign 
commerce.  \ 

“(2)  for  any  importer,  manufacturer,  or 
dealer  licensed  under  the  provisions  of  this 
chapter  to  ship  or  transport  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  an/lirearm  or  ammuni¬ 
tion  to  any  person  otNr  than  a  licensed 
importer,  licensed  manuf/turer,  or  licensed 
dealer,  except  that —  \ 

“(A)  this  paragraph  shall  Not  be  held  to 
preclude  a  licensed  importer,  licensed  manu¬ 
facturer,  or  licensed  dealer  fromVeturnlng  a 
firearm  or  replacement  firearm  oX  the  same 
kind  and  type  to  a  person  fromNvhom  it 
was  received;  \ 

“(B)  this  paragraph  shall  not  be  hold  to 
preclude  a  licensed  importer,  licensed  manu¬ 
facturer,  or  licensed  dealer  from  depositing 
a  firearm  for  conveyance  in  the  mails  to  ank 
officer,  employee,  agent,  or  watchman  who/ 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  1715 
of  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code,  is  eligi- 
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relations  with  the  U.  S.,  for  the  period  beginning  with  the  import  quota, 
year  following  severance  of  the  relations  and  continuing  through  2  import 
juota  years  after  relations  are  resumed  (p.  H7627).  This  bill  will  npv  be 
sknt  to  the  President. 


5.  DAIRY X  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3638,  to  extend  for  3  years/ the  autho¬ 
rity  oe.  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  indemnity  payments/to  dairy  far¬ 
mers  forvmilk  required  to  be  withheld  from  commercial  marketsybecause  it  con¬ 
tains  residues  of  chemicals  registered  and  approved  for  use  by  the  Federal 
Government  \p.  H7627).  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed.  The  "Daily 
Digest"  states  that  conferees  have  agreed  to  file  a  report:  (p.  D748). 


6.  HOUSING.  Agreed \  227-135,  to  the  conference  report  on 
bill  (pp.  H7657-6X.  H7685).  For' provisions  see  Dige? 
sent  to  the  President. 


3497,  the  housing 
130.  .  This  bill  will  now  be 


7.  ROADS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3418',  the  road  authorization 

bill  (pp.  H7768-77).  Rejected,  166-167,  a  motj/on  by  Rep.  Stratton  to  recommit 
the  conference  report  ( pp\  H7676-77) . 


8, 


BUILDINGS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report/on  S.  222,  to  insure  that  public 
buildings  financed  with  Federal  funds  are'  so  designed  and  constructed  as  to 
be  accessible  to  the  phy si cal ly\handi capped .  The  conferees  agreed  that  "the 
basic  import  of  this  legislation  shall/be  confined  to  publicly  owned  buildings 
including  public  housing,  or  buildrrigs  accessible  to  the  public."  pp.  H7680- 
81 


9.  RECREATION.  A  subcommittee  of  th4  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 

approved  for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  \5245  and  S.  444,  to  establish  the 
Flaming  Gorge  National  Recreation  Area  in  D^ah  and  Wyo.  p.  D748 


10.  GRAIN  INSPECTION;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Conferees  agreed  to  file  reports  on 

15794; — to  provide  for  U. — 3>»  o  feandaird« ■  and  a -_i- napec ti oica.yafeugi. far 
S.  3710,  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  flood  control  bill.  p.  D748 


> 


11.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Michel  criticized  the  "follies"  of\our  foreign  aid  program 
and  asked,  "How  marfy  ungrateful  foreign  countries  arex^ur  taxpayers  going  to 
be  asked  to  suppc/ft  while  our  cities  crumble?"  pp.  H76\9-30 


12.  FEDERAL  AID;  iORGANI ZATION .  Rep.  Roth  spoke  in  support  of\two  bills,  to  issue 
and  maintai  in  up-to-date  catalog  on  Federal  assistance  programs,  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  Execp  re  Reorganization  and  Management  Improvement  Act\  pp.  H7685-6 


13.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Olsen  stated  "the  basic  principles  in  the  196\  farm  act 

are  tr/ed  and  tested... and  have  worked  well."  He  urged  a  4-year  extension  of 
the  program,  p.  H7692 
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14.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  the  following  program  for  the 

vteek  of  July  29,  Military  construction  appropriations,  food  stamp  bill,/FHA 
loLns  bill,  and  bill  to  prevent  importation  of  endangered  wildlife.  H7687 

15.  ADJOURK^D  until  Mon.,  July  29.  p.  H7706 

SENATE  --  July  26 

16.  OCEANOGRAPHY)'.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  Con.  Res. 

72,  to  express;  the  sense  of  the  Congress  with  respect  to  an /international 
Decade  of  Ocean^ Exploration  during  the  1970's  (S.  Rept.  14//6) .  p.  S9442 

17.  EMPLOYMENT.  The  Aihned  Forces  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  1093,  to 

amend  and  clarify  the  reemployment  provisions  of  the  Universal  Military  Train¬ 
ing  and  Service  Act  OS.  Rept.  1477).  p.  S9442 

18.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  ForeignVRelations  Committee  repo/ted  with  amendment  H.  R. 

15263,  the  foreign  aid  auh^orization  bill  (S.  R^pt.  1479).  p.  S9442  (4 

19.  POSTAL  SERVICE.  Passed,  47-8\as  reported  H./ft.  15387,  to  amend  title  39, 

United  States  Code,  to  provide\for  disciplinary  action  against  employees  in 
the  postal  field  service  who  assault  othei/ employees  in  such  service  in  the 
performance  of  official  duties  (p^\.  S950i^-ll,  S9519-20,  S9522-45) .  Agreed, 
46-17,  to  a  committee  amendment  exempting  certain  postal  employees  from  per¬ 
sonnel  limitations  of  the  Revenue  ano/Expendi ture  Act  (p.  S9537).  Rejected, 
22-34,  the  Miller  amendment  providing \hat  personnel  limitations  in  the  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act  shall  Joe  remained  except  for  those  exempted  by 
committee  amendment  adopted  abov^r  (pp.  STSAl-S). 


20.  POULTRY.  Began  consideration' 
S9545-51 


S.  2932,  the\poultry  inspection  bill.  pp, 


21.  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Yarbor/Hugh  inserted  an  editorial  supporting  his  bill  to 

create  a  Big  Thicket  National  Park  in  Tex.  p.  S9449 

22.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  /Sen.  Mansfield  announced  the  following  program:  following 

disposition  of  the  postal  personnel  limitations  bill,  the  Senate  will  take  up 
the  State,  Justice^  and  Commerce  appropriation  bill  on  Mon.,  following  that, 
the  foreign  aid  /authorization  bill.  During  the  week  it  wrll  dispose  of  the  HEW 
and  Labor  appropriations  bill  and  D.  Cc  appropriation  bill.\pp.  S9483-4 

SENATE  --  July  27 

23.  POULTRY  INSPECTION.  Continued  debate  on  S.  2932,  the  poultry  insp^tion  bill, 
pp.  S95/0-609,  S9622-6 

HEALTH.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  15758,  the  proposed  Health  Service  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1968,  including  continuation  of  grants  for  health  services  to  migratory 
workers  through  the  fiscal  year  1971  and  increasing  gradually  the  authorisation 
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H.  Res.  ii 66,  to  print  eulogy  proceedings  on  former 
speaker  Joseph  W.  Martin,  Jr.  (H.  Rept.  1806) ; 

I.  Res.  1183,  to  print  committee  proceedings  honor- 
ingHlie  start  of  the  40th  year  in  Congress  of  Hon.  Wright 
Patman,  amended  (H.  Rept.  1807) ; 

H.  K)xs.  1189,  to  print  publication  entitled  “Conduct 
of  Espionage  Within  the  United  States  by  Agents  of 
Foreign  Communist  Governments”  (H.  Rept.  1808) ; 

H.  Res.  1190,  to  print  additional  copies  of  H.  Rept. 
1351,  90th  Congress,  second  session  (H.  Rept.  1809)  ; 

H.  Res.  1195,  tcrprint  the  dedication  ceremony  of  the 
portrait  of  the  Honorable  L.  Mendel  Rivers,  chairman, 
Committee  on  Armed^  Services,  amended  (H.  Rept. 

1810)  ; 

S.  Con.  Res.  168,  to  plsmt  additional  hearings  on 
amendments  to  the  FederaNFirearms  Act  (H.  Rept. 

1811) ; 

S.  Con.  Res.  77,  to  authorize  p'bmting  of  hearings  on 
“Status  and  Future  of  Small  BusineW’  (H.  Rept.  1812) ; 

H.R.  16771,  to  designate  certain  lands  in  the  Great 
Swamp  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  N. ^amended  (H. 
Rept.  1813) ; 

H.R.  16092,  regarding  maximum  rates  ohjnterest  or 
dividends,  amended  (H.  Rept.  1814);  and 
H.R.  6909,  regarding  duty  on  parts  of  stethoscopes, 
amended  (H.  Rept.  1815).  Poges  H  7706-HV707 

Cotton:  Agreed  to  Senate  amendment  to  H.R.  1091 
regarding  extra-long-staple  cotton  quota  reduction,  thus) 
clearing  the  bill  for  the  White  House.  page  h  763 

Dairy  Farmers:  The  House  insisted  on  its  amendments 
to  S.  3638,  to  provide  indemnity  payments  to/dairy 
farmers;  agreed  to  a  conference  with  the  Senate;  and 
appointed  as  conferees  Representatives  Poage,/jathings, 
McMillan,  Belcher,  and  Teague  of  Califorqk 

Page  H  7627 

Printing  Resolutions:  The  following/printing  resolu¬ 
tions  were  called  up,  considered,  amaadopted  by  voice 
votes:  H.  Con.  Res.  213,  H.  Con.  Res.  781,  H.  Con.  Res. 
784,  amended,  H.  Res.  1088,  attended,  H.  Res.  1161, 
H.  Res.  1166,  H.  Res.  1183,  amended,  H.  Res.  1189,  H. 
Res.  1190,  H.  Res.  1195,  amended,  S.  Con.  Res.  68,  and 
S.  Con.  Res.  77  (for  titles  s/e  Bills  Reported  in  this  issue 
of  the  Digest).  /  Pages  H  7627-H  7629 

Public  Works  Appropriations :  Adopted  by  a  voice 
vote  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  17903,  die  public 
works  for  wateiz  and  power  resources  development 
and  Atomic  Energy  Commission  appropriation  bill,  and 
sent  die  legishnion  to  the  Senate. 

The  House  receded  and  concurred  in  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  N0/3.  Pages  H  7630— H  7633 

Continuing  Appropriations:  By  a  voice  vote  passed 
H.r/Res.  1420,  making  continuing  appropriations  for 

mSCal  year  I969.  Pages  H  7633-H  7636 


Agriculture  Appropriations:  The  House  adopted 
a  voice  vote  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  16913^116 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricultupd  and 
related  agencies,  1969,  and  sent  the  legislatioi/to  the 
Senate. 

The  House  receded  and  concurred  in  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  No.  13;  and  receded  and  concurred/with  amend¬ 
ments  in  Senate  amendments  Nos.  14, 1/  24,  25,  and  40. 

Pages  H  7636-H  7643 

Rule:  Adopted  H.  Res.  1273,  providing  for  the  waiving 
of  points  of  order  against  the  bill/(H.R.  18707)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Defense. 


Pages  H  7643-H  7649 


D.C.  Appropriation:  Bv/i  voice  vote  the  House  passed 
H.R.  18706,  the  District  of  Columbia  Appropriation 


Act. 


Pages  H  7649-H  7657 


Housing:  Adopted;  by  a  record  vote  of  226  yeas  to  135 
nays,  the  conference  report  on  S.  3497,  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968,  thus  clearing  the  legis¬ 
lation  for  Presidential  action.  pages  h  7657-h  7667 

Go verno^of  Virgin  Islands:  Agreed  to  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  to/a  House  amendment  to  S.  450,  to  provide  for 
the  popular  election  of  the  Governor  of  the  Virgin  Is- 
lanc|4  thus  clearing  the  legislation  for  the  White  House. 

Pages  H  7667-H  7668 

"ederal-Aid  Highway  Act:  By  a  voice  vote  the  House 
adopted  the  conference  report  on  S.  3418,  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act,  and  sent  the  legislation  to  the  Senate. 

By  a  record  vote  of  166  yeas  to  167  nays  rejected  a  mo 
thjn  to  recommit  the  bill  to  committee  of  conference. 

Pages  H  7668-H  7677 

MariKme  Authorization:  Adopted  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on\H.R.  15189,  the  maritime  authorization,  thus 
clearing  the  bill  for  the  White  House.  Pages  h  7677-h  7678 

Gas’ Pipeline  Safety  Act:  Adopted  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  S.  nob,  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act, 
and  sent  the  legislation  to  the  Senate.  Pages  H  7678— H  7680 

Federal  Buildings\-Handicapped:  Adopted  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  S.  2^,  to  insure  that  public  buildings 
financed  with  Federal  funds  are  so  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  as  to  be  accessible  to  the  physically  handi¬ 
capped,  and  sent  the  legislation  to  the  Senate. 

Pages  H  7680-H  7681 

Rules:  Adopted  H.  Res.  1250,  providing  for  considera¬ 
tion  of  H.R.  12843,  regarding  National  Eye  Institute; 
and  H.  Res.  1262,  providing  for  the  consideration  of 
H.R.  15757, t0  amend  the  Public  Healu\Service  Act. 

Pages  H  7681— H  7683 

\ 

Calendar  Wednesday:  Dispensed  with.  Calendar 
Wednesday  business  of  July  31.  Pages  h  7n6P7-h  7688 

Referral:  One  Senate-passed  measure  was  referred  to 
the  appropriate  committee.  Page  H(y706 
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Legislative  Program:  The  majority  leader  announced 
tlr^legislative  program  for  the  week  of  July  2p-August 
3.  Agreed  to  adjournment  from  Friday  to  Monday. 

Page  H  7687 

QuorunRCalls — Record  Votes:  Two  quorum  calls 
and  two  rebqrd  votes  developed  during  the  proceedings 
of  the  House  and  appear  on  pages  H7658,  H7666- 
H7667,  H7676-H7677,  and  H7683. 

Program  for  Monday:  Adjourned  at  8:03  p.m.  until 
Monday,  July  29,  1968,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  when  the 
House  will  consider  tnV following  bills : 

H.R.  18785,  the  militVy  construction  appropriations 
bill; 

H.R.  18249,  t0  amend  th\Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
(open  rule,  1  hour  of  debate) ;  and 
H.R.  17126,  the  extension  of  good  and  Agriculture 
Act  (open  rule,  2  hours  of  debate). 

Committee  Meetings 

NATIONAL  PARKS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs\ Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  National  Parks  and  Recreation  referred  to  the 
full  committee  for  appropriate  disposition  H.RA14413 
and  H.R.  14414,  bills  regarding  Chickamauga  and  Chat¬ 
tanooga  National  Military  Park,  Ga.;  and  H.R.  152^ 
and  S.  444,  to  establish  the  Flaming  Gorge  National 
Recreation  Area  in  the  States  of  Utah  and  Wyoming. 

Heard  testimony  from  Representative  Harrison  and 
Departmental  witnesses  on  H.R.  15245,  and  heard  testk 
mony  on  H.R.  8970,  to  establish  the  North  Cascades 
National  Park  and  the  Ross  Lake  National  Recreation 
Area,  to  designate  the  Pasayten  Wilderness  and  to 
modify  the  Glacier  Peak  Wilderness,  in  the/State  of 
Washington,  from  Stewart  L.  Udall,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  and  odier  departmental  witn</ses. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

RIVERS  AND  HARBORS— FLOOD  CONTROL 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  S.  3710,  omnibus  rivers  and 
harbors  flood  control.  As  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees 
the  bill  would  authorize  $1,706,994,000. 


GRAIN  STAND 


Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  Versions  of  H.R.  15794, t0  amend  the  laws 
relating  to  x\/e  inspection  and  grading  of  grain. 

LAND  CONVEYANCE 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence,  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 


House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  10864,  a  private  bill  relat¬ 
ing  to  a  land  conveyance  in  Arkansas. 

MILK  INDEMNITIES 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a/confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  S.  3638,  extending  authority  for 
indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers  who  are  directed 
to  remove  their  milk  from  markets  because  it  contains 
certain  chemical  residues. 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT/ 

Conferees  continued,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve  the 
differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  S.  1004,  authorizing  construction  and  operation 
of  the  central  Arizona/ project,  Arizona  and  New 
Mexico,  but  did  not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will 
meet  again  on  Tuesday,  July  30. 

BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New  Laws 

( For/ast  listing  of  public  laws,  see  Digest,  p.  D743, 

July  25, 1968) 

L.  17354,  fiscal  1969  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
frit  of  the  Interior,  and  related  agencies.  Signed 
fuly  26,  1968  (P.L.  90-425). 

H.R.  15562,  extending  the  act  which  authorizes  loans 
bY  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  leasehold  interests  in 
HaVaii.  Signed  July  26,  1968  (P.L.  90-426). 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  SATURDAY, 
JULY  27 

(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 

Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee,  to  continue 
hearings  on  fiscal  1969  tmdget  estimates  for  the  D.C.,  to  hear 
Chief  of  Metropolitan  Police  Layton;  Public  Health  Director 
Dr.  Murray  Grant;  and  Deputy  Commissioner  Fletcher,  9:30 
a.m.,  room  S-126,  Capitol. 

Hoi 

No  committee  meetings  are  schec 


CONGRESSIONAL  PROGRAM  AHEAD 
Week  of  July  29-Augusk  3 

(Committee  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  indicated) 

Senate  Chamber 

On  Monday  it  is  expected  that  Senate  will\onsider 
H.R.  17522,  State,  Justice,  Commerce  appropriations,  to 
be  followed  by  H.R.  15263,  foreign  aid  authorizations. 
Senate  will  meet  at  10  a.m.  on  Tuesday  to  hear  tributes 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate'1'  passed  poultry  inspection  bill.  Senate  ''adopted  conference  report 

on  road  authorization  bill.  Senate  debated  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  Senate 
passed  intergovernmental  cooperation  bill.  House  debated  f ood  \tamp  bill. 


HOUSE 


\ 


1.  F(X5d  STAMPS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  18249,  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act\of  196 +, 
/to  increase  the  appropriation  authorization  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  from 
$225,000,000  to  $245,000,000.  Rep.  Sullivan  offered  an  amendment  to  preside  an 
open-end  authorization  for  the  fiscal  years  1969,  1970,  1971,  and  I  '<7-.  c 
action  was  taken  on  this  amendment.  pp.  H7752-62 
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2.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3710,  the  omnibus  rivers 

and  harbors  bill  (H.  Rept.  1819).  pp.  H7735-42 

3.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  18785,  military  construction 

appropriations,  1969.  This  bill  includes  funds  for  repayment  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  remaining  indebtedness  for  housing  constructed  in  foreign 
countries  with  foreign  currencies  derived  from  the  sale  of  surplus/commodities. 

A  motion  by  Rep.  Michel  to  recommit  the  bill  was  rejected,  pp.  1F/710-35 

4.  PERSONNEL.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  15387,  to  provide^ for  disciplinary 

action  against  employees  in  the  postal  field  service  who  assault  other  employees 
in  such  service  inVhe  performance  of  official  duties  ( pp.  /H7742-52)  .  Senate 
conferees  have  not  been  appointed. 

Rep.  Minish  spoke  rn  support  of  exempting  the  Post  Office  Department  from 
the  personnel  cutbacks  asked  in  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act.  pp, 
H7782-3 

5.  REORGANIZATION.  Rep.  Schweng^l  urged  immediate  consideration  of  the  congressional 

reorganization  bill.  pp.  H7759-79  ' 


6.  EDUCATION.  Rep.  Pollock  expressed,  concern  ove/  advice  "by  officials  of  the  Bureau 

of  the  Budget  that  there  is  a  possibility  that  the  $91  million  appropriated  for 
full  funding  of  the  aid  to  federal ly\impac/ted  school  districts ..  .may  not  be  re¬ 
leased."  p.  H7779 

7.  COTTON.  Rep.  Pickle  commended  pas sage /bf\the  extra- long- staple  cotton  quotas  bill 
and  commented  on  his  participation  theNaackground  of  this  bill.  p.  H7784 


8, 


SENATE 

X  KJl 

.  X 

TRANSPORTATION.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  Vi.  th  amendments  S.  927,  to  amend  Ijj 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  in  order  to  make  unlawful,  as  unreasonable  and  unjust 
discrimination  against  an  undue  burden  upon  interstate  commerce,  certain  property 
tax  assessments  of  commoiycarrier  property  (S.  Rept .\l483) .  p.  S9639  ^ 


RECREATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11026,  to  amWid 
1960,  to  facilitate  the  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  ant 
authorized  by  that  Xct  (p.  S9660) .  This  bill  will  now  be 


the  act  of  Sept.  15, 
rehabilitation  program 
;nt  to  the  President. 


10.  EMPLOYMENT.  Seny/Talmadge  spoke  in  support  of  the  vocational 
bill.  pp.  S9643-5 

Passed  as  ^reported  H.  R.  1093,  to  amend  and  clarify  the  reemp 
of  the  Universal  Military  Training  and  Service  Act.  pp.  S9664-5 


ucation  amendments 


Dyment  provisions 


11.  FISHERIES/  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3866,  to  extend  for  4  years  tn&  provisions 
of  the  Commercial  Fisheries  Research  and  Development  Act  of  1964.  The  \bi  1 1  would 
autho/ize  annual  appropriations  of  $5  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  ahd  the  3 
suc/eeciing  fiscal  years  for  apportionment  to  the  States  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of/the  act.  pp.  S9660-2 


Report 
No.  1819 
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RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT  OF  1968 


July  29,  1968. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Blatnik,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3710] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  3710)  authorizing 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  101.  That  the  jollowing  works  oj  improvement  oj  rivers  and  harbors 
and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other  purposes  are 
hereby  adopted  and,  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  oj  the 
Secretary  oj  the  Army  and  supervision  oj  the  Chief  oj  Engineers,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recommended  by  the 
Chief  oj  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter  designated.  The 
provisions  oj  section  1  oj  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2, 
1945  ( Public  Law  Numbered  1J+,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first  session), 
shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the  pro¬ 
cedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  oj  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and 
purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

NAVIGATION 

Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Numbered  265, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $61 6,000; 
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Fall  Fiver  Harbor,  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island:  House  Document 
Numbered  175,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,762,000; 

Bristol  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Numbered  174, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $873,000; 

Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  277, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2 ,455 ,000 ; 

Hempstead  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  101, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $703,000; 

Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  South  Carolina:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  88,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $35,381 ,000; 

Miami  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered  93,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6 ,47 6 ,000 ; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway ,  St.  Marks  to  Tampa  Bay,  Florida:  Chief 
of  Engineers’  Report  dated  June  6,  1968,  except  that  ( 1 )  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000  is  authorized  for  initiation  of  such  project,  and  (2)  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  project  shall  not  be  initiated  until  such  plan  is  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  President; 

Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf,  and  Black,  Louisiana: 
House  Document  Numbered  155,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost , 
of  $8,645,000; 

Red  River  Waterway,  Louisiana,  Texas,  Arkansas,  and  Oklahoma: 
House  Document  Numbered  304,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except  that  not  to 
exceed  $50,000,000  is  authorized  for  initiation  of  such  project; 

Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud  Canal,  Louisiana:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  97,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,300,000; 

Mississippi  River  Outlets,  Venice,  Louisiana:  House  Document 
Numbered  361,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,520,000; 

I azoo  River,  Mississippi:  House  Document  Numbered  342,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $52,147 ,000; 

Corpus  Christi  Ship  Canal,  Texas:  Senate  Document  Numbered  99, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,042,000; 

Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River,  Texas:  Senate  Document  Numbered  102, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000; 

Wilson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  112,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $198,000; 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  97, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,315, 000; 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered ' 
358,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Forestville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  183, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $538,000; 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  189, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $466,000; 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
338,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $31 ,800,000; 

Snohomish  River  ( Everett  Harbor),  Washington:  House  Document 
Numbered  357 ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,108,000; 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  California:  House  Document  Numbered 
380,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,480,000; 

Port  Hueneme,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  862,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1 ,000,000; 

Ventura  Marina,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  856,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1 ,540,000; 
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San  Diego  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  365, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $ 5,360,000 ; 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Numbered  70,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $1 ,760,000; 

King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Numbered  13,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $ 522,000 ; 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
95,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $3 ,030 ,000 ; 

Coasts  oj  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  jor  Light  Drajt  Vessels:  House 
Document  Numbered  353,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj 
$1,256,000. 

BEACH  EROSION 

Brevard  County,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  352,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $680,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  project  jor  beach  erosion  control,  Fort  Pierce,  Florida, 
authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  oj  1965  (79  Stat.  1089,  1092) 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  84,  Eighty -ninth  Congress,  is  hereby  modi- 
jied  to  provide  jor  construction  of  the  project  and  periodic  nourishment 
jor  ten  years  by  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chiej  oj 
Engineers.  In  addition  to  applicable  requirements  oj  local  cooperation 
set  jorth  in  the  ajorementioned  report  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers,  local 
interests  shall,  prior  to  construction,  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  oj  the  Army  that  they  will— 

(1)  contribute  in  cash,  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of 
construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  the  start  oj  pertinent  work 
items  in  accordance  with  construction  or  nourishment  schedules,  as 
determined  by  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers,  all  costs  of  initial  construction 
and  periodic  nourishment  jor  ten  years  exclusive  oj  costs  assigned  to 
the  Federal  Government  in  the  ajorementioned  recommendations  oj 
the  Chiej  oj  Engineers;  and 

(2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  jree  jrom  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  That  section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing 
the  Secretary  oj  War  to  sell  and  convey  to  the  town  oj  Marmet,  West 
Virginia,  two  tracts  oj  land  to  be  used  for  municipal  purposes” ,  approved 
July  8,  1943  (56  Stat.  651)  is  hereby  amended,  by  deleting  the  period 
ajter  the  words  “related  municipal  purposes”  and  inserting  thereajter 
the  phrase  “including  jirejighting  jacilities  and  structures” . 

(b)  The  Secretary  oj  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed  to  issue  to  the 
town  oj  Marmet,  West  Virginia,  without  monetary  consideration  therejor, 
such  written  instruments  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
oj  this  section. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  That  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  oj  law,  the 
Secretary  oj  the  Army  or  his  designee,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  con¬ 
vey  to  the  State  of  West  Virginia,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  herein- 
ajter  stated,  and  to  such  other  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  oj  the 
Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  all  right,  title, 
and  interest  oj  the  United  States  in  and  to  certain  real  property,  together 
with  improvements  thereon,  located  at  Ohio  Iliver  locks  and  dams  num¬ 
bered  16,  19,  20,  and  21  in  West  Virginia  as  described  in  subsection  (b)  oj 
this  section.  No  property  shall  be  conveyed  under  authority  oj  this  section 
until  these  locks  and  dams  have  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
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in  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  and 
suitable  replacement  facilities  are  in  operation  under  the  Ohio  River 
navigation  modernization  program.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  prior 
disposition  of  such  facilities  and  improvements  on  such  lands  as  he  deems 
to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States. 

( b )  The  real  property  authorized  for  conveyance  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  comprise  all  or  portions  of  such  lands  and  improvements 
as  may  be  determined  excess  of  four  lock  and  dam  projects  on  the  Ohio 
River  in  the  State  of  West  Virginia  and  designated  as,  number  16  ( Willow 
Island  Pool)  in  Tyler  County,  numbers  19  and  20  ( Belleville  Pool) 
in  Wood  County,  and  number  21  ( Racine  Pool)  in  Jackson  County. 
The  exact  descriptions  and  acreage  to  be  determined  by  the  Secretary 
by  accurate  surveys,  the  cost  of  which  is  to  be  borne  by  the  State  of  West 
Virginia. 

(c)  The  conveyance  authorized  herein  shall  provide  that  said  property 
shall  be  used  only  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes  and  such  other 
uses  directly  related  to  programs  of  the  West  Virginia  Department  of 
Natural  Resources,  and  if  it  ever  ceases  to  be  used  for  such  purposes, 
title  to  said  property  shall  immediately  revert  to  the  United  States.  Any  r 
deed  of  conveyance  shall  also  be  subject  to  and  include  the  following  addi-  V 
tional  terms  and  conditions: 

( 1 )  The  State  of  West  Virginia  shall  pay  the  United  States  as 
consideration  for  the  conveyance  50  per  centum  of  the  current  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army. 

(2)  There  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United  States  such  flowage  ease¬ 
ments  and  rights-of-way  for  roads  and  utility  lines  as  the  Secretary 
determines  may  be  required  for  other  navigation  projects. 

(3)  Such  other  restrictions ,  terms,  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
deems  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  conveyances  referred  to  herein  shall  be 
covered  into  the  United  States  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  convey,  without 
monetary  consideration,  to  the  city  of  Buffalo,  New  York,  all  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  certain  real  property  under¬ 
lying  Lake  Erie  containing  approximately  46.01  acres  and  more  par- 
ticularly  described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on  condition  that 
such  real  property  be  used  for  public  park  and  recreational  development 
purposes  and  if  such  property  shall  ever  cease  to  be  used  for  such  purposes,  C 
title  thereto  shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this  section  is  more  particularly 
described  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Parcel  E. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  south 
line  of  outer  lot  39  prolonged  and  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  as  established 
in  1846,  which  point  bears  south  68  degrees  28  minutes  west,  a  distance 
of  140  feet,  more  or  less,  from  United  States  Monument  numbered  7, 
which  monument  is  the  southeasterly  corner  of  the  said  outer  lot  39; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  with  the  established  harbor 
line  1,140  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  said  harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line,  1,310  feet,  more  or 
less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said  harbor  line  and  a  line  at 
right  angles  thereto  passing  through  the  point  of  intersection  of  the 
shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846  and  a  line  330  feet  northerly  at  right 
angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  36; 
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thence  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with  said  harbor  line  1,115 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  m  1846; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  1,820  feet, 
more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  beginning  containing  84-04  acres,  more 
or  less. 

(2)  Parcel  C-B. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  shore¬ 
line  of  Lake  Erie  with  the  northerly  line  of  land  deeded  to  the  United 
States  Government,  October  21,  1846,  said  line  also  extending  in  a  due 
east  and  west  direction  and  passing  through  the  northwest  corner  of  outer 
lot  86  ( United  States  Monument  No.  2),  said  point  of  beginning  being 
also  480  feet,  more  or  less,  west  of  the  said  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot 
36; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846  a 
distance  of  470  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  intersection  with  a  line  830 
feet  northerly  at  right  angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of 
lot  36,  said  line  being  also  the  north  line  of  lands  deeded  to  the  United 
States  Government,  September  25,  1847 ; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  to  established  harbor  line 
1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  established  harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line  465  feet,  more  or  less,  to 
the  point  of  intersection  of  said  harbor  line  and  a  line  at  r  ight  angles 
thereto  passing  through  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  and  the  line  extending  in  a  due  east  and-  west  direction 
and  passing  through  the  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

thence  easterly  at  right  angles  to  established  harbor  line  1,115  feet, 
more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846,  which  is  the  above 
■  referenced  point  of  beginning,  containing  1 1 .97  acres,  more  or  less. 

(c)  Any  deed  of  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  reserve 
to  the  United  States,  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  seven  years,  the  right  to  use 
such,  lands  for  a  spoil  disposal  area  for  materials  dredged  from  the  Buffalo 
Harbor  Project,  including  the  right  to  place  structures  thereon  and  to 
perform  all  other  actions  incident  to  such  use,  together  with  the  rights  of 
ingress  and  egress  thereto.  Such  deed  shall  contain  such  additional  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  be 
necessary  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  shall  make  an  appraisal 
investigation  and  study,  including  a  review  of  any  previous  relevant 
studies  and  reports,  of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific  coasts  of  the  United 
States,  the  coasts  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the  shorelines 
of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  estuaries  and  bays  thereof,  for  the  purpose 
of  ( 1 )  determining  areas  along  such  coasts  and  shorelines  where  significant 
erosion  occurs;  (2)  identifying  those  areas  where  erosion  presents  a  serious 
problem  because  the  rate  of  erosion,  considered  in  conjunction  with 
economic,  industrial,  recreational,  agricultural,  navigational,  demo¬ 
graphic,  ecological,  and  other  relevant  factors,  indicates  that  action  to  halt 
such  erosion  may  be  justified;  ( 3 )  describing  generally  the  most  suitable 
type  of  remedial  action  for  those  areas  that  have  a  serious  erosion  problem; 
(4)  providing  preliminary  cost  estimates  for  such  remedial  action;  ( 5 ) 
recommending  priorities  among  the  serious  problem  areas  for  action,  to 
stop  erosion;  ( 6 )  providing  State  and  local  authorities  with  information 
and  recommendations  to  assist  the  creation  and  implementation  of  State 
and  local  coast  and  shoreline  erosion  programs;  (7)  developing,  recom 
mended  guidelines  for  land  use  regulation  in  coastal  areas  taking  into 
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consideration  all  relevant  factors;  and  ( 8 )  identifying  coastal  areas  where 
title  uncertainty  exists.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  submit  to  the 
Congress  as  soon  as  practicable,  but  not  later  than  three  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such  appraisal  investigation 
and  study,  together  with  his  recommendations.  The  views  of  concerned  local, 
State,  and  Federal  authorities  and  interests  will  be  taken  into  account  in 
making  such  appraisal  investigation  and  study. 

(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $1 ,000,000,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  107.  That  the  projects  for  the  Illinois  Waterway  and  Grand 
Calumet  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana  ( Calumet-Sag  navigation  project), 
authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  are  hereby 
modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  45,  Eighty-fifth 
Congress,  insofar  as  such  recommendations  apply  to  existing  highway 
bridges  in  Part  II:  Grand  Calumet  River  and  Indiana  Harbor  Canal, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $33,265,000. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Steele  Bayou,  in  Warren,  Issaquena,  Sharkey,  and  /  v 
Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  Washington  Bayou,  in  Issaquena  \J 
and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  and  Lake  Washington,  in 
Washington  County,  Mississippi,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavi- 
gable  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  project  for  navigation  on  Steele  Bayou,  Washington  Bayou, 
and  Lake  Washington,  authorized  by  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Acts  of 
July  5,  1884,  August  5,  1886,  and  June  25,  1910,  is  hereby  deauthorized. 

Sec.  109.  Section  313  of  the  Act  approved  October  27,  1965  (79  Stat. 
1073),  is  amended  by  deleting  the  date  “June  30,  1968”  and  substituting 
in  lieu  thereof  “  June  30,  1969”. 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  review  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  for  the  Ouachita  and  Black  Rivers  navigation  projects, 
authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  with  par¬ 
ticular  reference  to  Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing,  and  he  shall 
report  the  findings  of  such  review  to  Congress  within  one  year  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  111.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  to  investigate,  study,  and  construct  projects  for 
the  prevention  or  mitigation  of  shore  damages  attributable  to  Federal  navi-  f  li 
gation  works.  The  cost  of  installing,  operating,  and  maintaining  such  v 
projects  shall  be  borne  entirely  by  the  United  States.  No  such  project  shall 
be  constructed  without  specific  authorization  by  Congress  if  the  estimated 
first  cost  exceeds  $1 ,000,000. 

Sec.  112.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1966  (80  Stat. 
1417)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(g)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  conduct  a  study  of  those  areas 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Washington  Channel  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
suitable  for  public  visitor  parking  facilities.  Such  study  shall,  among 
others,  consider  existing  and  future  visitation,  multiple  and  alternative 
areas,  methods  for  providing  such  facilities,  and  estimated  costs  and 
revenues  to  be  derived  therefrom.  Not  later  than  one  hundred  and  eighty 
days  after  the  date  funds  are  appropriated  to  carry  out  such  study,  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  President  and  Congress  a  report  thereon 
together  with  his  recommendations,  including  necessary  legislation,  if  any. 
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There,  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed  $1 00,000  to  carry 
out  thin  subsection.” 

Sec.  1  IS.  7 'hose  portions  of  the  East  and,  Hudson  llivers  in  New  York 
County ,  State  of  New  Yor/c,  lying  shoreward  of  a  line  within  the  United, 
States  Pierhead  Line  as  it  exists  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and 
bounded,  on  the  north  by  the  north  side  of  Spring  Street  extended  westerly 
and,  the  south  side  of  Robert  P.  Wagner,  Senior  Place  extend, ed  east- 
wardly,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigable,  waters  of  the  United 
States  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the,  United,  Stales.  ' This  declara¬ 
tion  shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the  above-described,  area  which  are 
bulkheaded  and  filled.  Plans  for  bulkheading  and  filling  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through,  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on 
the  basis  of  engineering  studies  to  determine,  the  location  and,  structural 
stability  of  the  bulkheading  and,  filling  in  order  to  preserve  and  maintain 
the  remaining  navigable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall,  reimburse  the 
Pederal  Government  for  any  engineering  costs  incurred,  under  this  section. 

Sec.  11  j.  That  portion  of  the  Northern  Embarcadero  area,  beginning 
at  the  intersection  of  the  northwesterly  line  of  Pry  ant,  Street  with  the  south, - 

)  westerly  line  of  Spear  Street,  which  intersection  lies  on  the  line  of  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority;  following  thence  westerly  and, 
northerly  along  said  line  of  jurisdiction  as  described  in  the  State  of 
California  Harbor  and  Navigation  Code  Section  1770,  as  amended  in 
1961,  to  its  intersection  with  the  easterly  line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  pro¬ 
duced  northerly;  thence  northerly  along  said,  easterly  line  of  Van  Ness 
Avenue  produced  to  its  intersection  with  the  United  States  Government  pier¬ 
head  line;  t, hence  following  said  pierhead  line  easterly  and  southerly  to  its 
intersection  with  the  northwesterly  line  of  Ilryant  Street  produced,  north¬ 
easterly;  thence  southwesterly  along  said  northwesterly  line  of  llryant 
Street  produced  to  the  point  of  beginning,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  non¬ 
navigable  waters  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United,  States,  and 
>  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling  in  of  all  or  any 
part  of  the  described,  area.  This  declaration  shall  apply  only  to  portions  of 
the  above-described  area  which  are  bulkheaded  and  filled  or  a, re  occupied  by 
permanent  pile-supported,  structures.  Plans  for  bulkheading  and,  filling 
and  permanent  pile-supported  structures  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on  the  basis  of 
engineering  studies  to  determine  the  location  and  structural  stability  of  the 
w  bulkheading  and  filling  and  permanent  pile-supported  structures  in  order 
I J  to  preserve  and  maintain,  the,  remaining  navigable,  waterway.  Local 
interests  shall  reimburse,  the  Federal  Government  for  any  engineering  costs 
incurred,  under  this  section. 

Sec.  116.  That  portion  of  the,  Northwest  Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River 
located,  generally  south  of  Pratt  Street,  east  of  Light  Street,  north,  of  Key 
Highway,  in,  the  city  of  Baltimore,  State  of  Maryland,  and  being  more 
particularly  described,  as  all  of  that  portion,  of  the  Northwest  Branch  of 
the,  Patapsco  River  lying  west  of  a  series  of  lines  beginning  at  the  point 
formed,  by  the  intersection  of  the  south  side  of  Pratt  Street,  as  now  laid 
out,  and,  the  west  side  of  Pier  3  and  running  thence  binding  on  the  west, 
stele  of  P'ier  3,  south  Of  degrees  19  minutes  j7  seconds  east  736.69  feet 
to  the  southwest  corner  of  Pier  3;  thence  crossing  the  Northwest  Branch 
of  the  Patapsco  River,  south  33  degrees  01  minutes  16  seconds  west  366.36 
feet  to  the  point  formed,  by  the  inter section  of  the  existing  pierhead  and 
bulkhead,  line  and,  the  east  stele  of  Battery  Avenue,  last  said,  point  of 
intersection  being  the  end  of  the  first  line  of  the  fourth  parcel  of  land 
conveyed,  by  J.  and  F.  Realty,  Incorporated  to  Allegheny  Pepsi-Cola  Bot- 
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fling  Company  by  deed  dated  December  22,  1965,  and  recorded  among 
the  Land  Record  oj  Baltimore  City  in  Liber  J.  F.  C.  numbered  2006 
jolio  345,  the  location  oj  said  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line  is  based  upon 
the  Corps  oj  Engineers,  Baltimore  District,  Baltimore,  Maryland,  coordi¬ 
nate  value  jor  station  LIV  oj  said  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line,  the  coordi¬ 
nate  value  as  rejerred  to  the  Lambert  grid  plane  coordinate  system  for 
the  State  oj  Maryland  oj  said  station  LIV  being  east  2,111 ,161 .40 ,  north 
527 ,709.27  and  thence  binding  on  the  east  side  oj  Battery  Avenue,  south 
03  degrees  09  minutes  07  seconds  east  568  jeet,  more  or  less,  to  intersect 
the  north  side  oj  Key  Highway  as  now  laid  out  and  located  is  hereby 
declared,  to  be  not  a  navigable  stream  oj  the  United  States  within  the 
meaning  oj  the  laws  oj  the  United  States,  and  the  consent  oj  Congress 
is  hereby  given  jor  the  filling  in  oj  all  or  any  part  oj  the  described  area. 

Sec.  116.  ( a )  The  Secretary  oj  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
remove  jrom  the  Potomac  River  and  to  destroy  the  abandoned  ships,  ships’ 
hulls,  and  pilings,  located  in  Mallow’s  Bay ,  between  Sandy  Point  and 
Liverpool  Point,  Charles  County,  Maryland,  and  at  Wide  Water,  south  oj 
Quantico,  Virginia,  and  any  other  abandoned  ships  jormerly  among  those 
in  Mallow’s  Bay  or  at  Wide  Water  which  have  drifted jrom  those  locations. 
Local  interests  shall  contribute  50  percent  oj  the  cost  oj  such  work. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  carry  out  this  section,  not  to  exceed  $175,000. 

Sec.  117.  The  Chiej  oj  Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
oj  the  Army,  is  hereby  authorized  to  maintain  authorized  river  and  harbor 
projects  in  excess  oj  authorized  project  depths  where  such  excess  depths 
have  been  provided  by  the  United  States  for  dejense  purposes  and  whenever 
the  Chief  oj  Engineers  determines  that  such  waterways  also  serve  essential 
needs  o  f  general  commerce. 

Sec.  118.  (a)  Section  5  oj  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  creating  the  City  oj 
Clinton  Bridge  Commission  and  authorizing  said  commission  and  its 
successors  to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation  and  to  construct,  main¬ 
tain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or 
near  Clinton,  Iowa,  at  or  near  Fulton,  Illinois” ,  approved  December  21, 
1944,  as  revised,  amended,  and  reenacted,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting 
“(a)”  immediately  after  “Sec.  5.”  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  In  addition  to  the  method  of  payment  provided  in  subsection  (a) 
oj  this  section,  the  commission  and  its  successors  and  assigns  are  hereby 
authorized  to  provide  jor  the  payment  oj  the  cost  oj  dismantling  one  bridge 
and  oj  constructing  as  a  replacement  therejor  a  new  bridge  ( including 
necessary  approaches  and  approach  highways)  either  entirely  jrom  a 
construction  jund  created  in  accordance  with  section  6  oj  this  Act  or  from 
both  such  construction  jund  and  jrom  bonds  issued  and  sold  in  accordance 
with  subsection  (a)  oj  this  section.  The  cost  oj  any  bridge  constructed  under 
this  subsection  ( together  with  approaches  and  approach  highways)  shall 
include  all  costs  and  expenses  included  in  the  case  oj  a  bridge  constructed 
under  authority  oj  subsection  (a)  oj  this  section  ( including  its  approaches 
and  approach  highways) .” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  o  f  section  6  oj  such  Act  oj  December  21,  1944,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  comma  and  the  jollowing:  “and,  ij  the  Commission  determines 
it  advisable  to  do  so,  to  provide  a  construction  jund  specifically  to  pay 
the  cost  of  dismantling  one  bridge  and  constructing  a  new  bridge  to  replace 
it  as  authorized  by  subsection  (b)  oj  section  5  oj  this  Act.” 

(c)  Section  6  oj  such  Act  oj  December  21,  1944,  i s  further  amended 
by  adding  immediately  jollowing  the  third  sentence  oj  such  section  the 
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jollowing  new  sentence:  “If  no  bonds  or  notes  are  outstanding  or  if  a 
sinking  fund  specifically  for  payment  of  all  outstanding  bonds  and  notes 
shall  have  been  provided,  the  remainder  of  such  tolls  may,  if  the  Com¬ 
mission  determines  it  advisable  to  do  so,  be  placed  in  a  construction  fund 
for  use  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  ( a )  of  section  8  of  such  Act  of  De¬ 
cember  21,  1944,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  “solely  for 
that  purpose ,”  the  following:  “and  after  any  bridge  constructed  under 
authority  of  section  5(b)  of  this  Act  shall  have  been  paid  for,  or  sufficient 
funds  are  available  in  the  construction  fund  authorized  by  section  6 
to  pay  for  such  bridge,”. 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  inapplicable  insofar 
as  they  authorize  the  construction  of  a  bridge  or  bridges  unless  actual 
construction  thereof  is  commenced  within  five  years  from  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  section  and  such  construction  is  completed  by  January  1 , 
1980. 

Sec.  119.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed 
to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations  and  subject  to  all 
applicable  provisions  of  section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950: 

Back  River,  Maryland,  from  Chesapeake  Bay  to  the  city  of 
Baltimore' s  waste  water  treatment  plants. 

Savannah  and  Tennessee  Rivers,  with  a  view  to  determining  the 
advisability  of  providing  a  waterway  connecting  the  rivers  by  canals 
and  appurtenant  facilities  and  a  waterway  connecting  Charleston 
and  Port  Royal,  South  Carolina,  with  the  lower  Savannah  River. 

Lake  Superior,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advisability  of  a 
waterway  connecting  the  lake  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

Sec.  120.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  studies  of: 

(. 1 )  The  nature  and  scope  of  the  damages  which  result  from  streambank 
erosion  throughout  the  United  States,  with  a  view  toward  determining  the 
need  for,  and  the  feasibility  of,  a  coordinated  program  of  streambank 
protection  in  the  interests  of  reducing  damages  from  the  deposition  of 
sediment  in  reservoirs  and  waterways,  the  destruction  of  channels  and 
adjacent  lands,  and  other  adverse  effects  of  streambank  erosion. 

(2)  The  need  for  and  the  feasibility  of  a  program  for  the  removal  and 
disposal  of  drift  and  other  debris,  including  abandoned  vessels,  from 
public  harbors  and  associated  channels  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Department  of  the  Army. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress,  not  later  than  one  year  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such  studies  together  with 
his  recommendations  in  connection  therewith,  including  an  appropriate 
division  of  responsibility  between  Federal  and  non-Federal  interests. 

Sec.  121.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1968”. 

TITLE  II—. FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22,  1936  ( Public  Law 
Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by  section  2  of 
the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938  ( Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy- 
fifth  congress),  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title  except 
that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification  project,  pro¬ 
visions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1986,  shall 
apply  thereto,  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law.  The  authorization  for 
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any  flood  control  project  herein  authorized  by  this  Act  requiring  local 
cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the  date  on  which  local  interests 
are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee  of 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within 
said  time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944 
{Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second  session), 
shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports 
for  works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the  benefit  of  naviga¬ 
tion  and  the  control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other  purposes  are 
hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter  designated  and 
subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth  therein.  The  necessary  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized 
in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  hereafter  made  for  flood 
control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  program. 
The  projects  authorized  in  this  title  shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and 
prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent  with  budgetary  requirements. 
Penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future  use  in  the 
development  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized 
in  this  Actjor  construction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 
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LOWER  CHARLES  RIVER,  MASSACHUSETTS 


The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Lower  Charles  River,  Massachusetts, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  370,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,620,000. 

CONNECTICUT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Beaver  Brook, 
New  Hampshire,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  N 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  68,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,185,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Park  River,  Connecticut,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  43,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $30,300,000. 


LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Norwalk  River,  Connecticut  and 
New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  51,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,700,000. 
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DELAW  ARE-A  T  LAN  TIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control 
along  the  Delaware  Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen  to  Fenwick  Island ,  at  the 
Delawar e-Maryland  State  Line  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  90,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $5,584,000. 

RAPPAHANNOCK  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Salem  Church  Dam  and  Reservoir  Rappahannock 
River,  Virginia,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  87,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $79,500,000. 

CAPE  FEAR  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Randleman  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Deep  River,  North 
Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  348, 
Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,463,000. 

The  project  for  the  Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Deep  River, 
North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
343,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,460,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane  flood  protection  of 
Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  335,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $11 ,805,000. 

HILLSBOROUGH  BAY,  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  on  Hillsborough  Bay, 
Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  313, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,909,000,  except  that  con¬ 
struction  of  the  barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  completes  further  detailed  studies  covering 
related  water  resource  problems,  including  a  comprehensive  model  study 
of  the  entire  Tampa  Bay  area,  and  until  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  sub¬ 
mission  of  a  report  on  such  studies  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  Central  and  Southern  Florida,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  June  30,  1948,  is  further  modified  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  101,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,072,000,  and 
in  accordance  with  House  Document  Numbered  369,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 58,182,000 . 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Tallahala  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Tallahala 
Creek,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
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with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  143,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,360,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIE 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Mississippi 
River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  {4 5  Stat.  534)  >  as  amended  and 
modified,  is  hereby  further  modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  following 
items: 

( 1 )  The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin,  Arkansas  and  Mis¬ 
souri,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  15, 1936  ( Public 
Law  74~678) ,  as  modified  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1965.  Public  Law  89-298  is  hereby  further  modified 
to  provide  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  for  the  improvements 
authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965,  shall  conform  to  those 
requirements  for  local  cooperation  in  the  Saint  Francis  River  Basin 
authorized  in  previous  Acts  of  Congress,  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  11,  Ninetieth 
Congress. 

(2)  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon 
Basin  to  divert  flows  that  would  otherwise  enter  Lake  Chicot,  Arkansas, 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  168,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $15,240,000,  except  that  prior  to  initiation  of  construction 
of  the  project,  local  interests  shall  agree  that  no  fees  shall  be  charged  for 
admission  to  Lake  Chicot  and  to  public  recreation  areas  adjoining  Lake 
Chicot  and  that  user  fees  at  such  lake  and  areas  shall  be  devoted  to  recrea¬ 
tion  purposes. 

(3)  Improvements  in  the  Belle  Fountain  ditch  and  tributaries,  Mis¬ 
souri,  and  Drainage  District  Number  17,  Arkansas,  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  339,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,638,000. 

WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crooked  Creek  at  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  Harrison,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  28,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,840,000. 

BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Aquilla  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Aquilla  Creek,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  52,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,612,000. 

NAVASOTA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Navasota  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  341 ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $119,707 ,000. 

CLEAR  CREEK,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Clear  Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
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Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  351,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $12,600,000. 

PECAN  BAYOU ,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pecan  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  350,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $24,861 ,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  at  Texas  City  and  vicinity, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  187 , 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10,990,000. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River  from  Cassville, 
Wisconsin,  to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  348,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $21 ,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  State  Road  and  Ebner  Coulees,  city 
of  La  Crosse  and  Shelby  Township,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  360,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $6,849,000. 

RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  South  Branch  of  the  Wild  Rice 
River  and  Felton  Ditch,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  98,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,230,000. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ohio  River  in  Southwestern 
Jefferson  County,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  340,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$19,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Utica  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  flood  protection  at 
Newark,  Licking  River  Basin,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  337,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 32,953,000 . 

WABASH  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  related  purposes  in  the  Wabash  River 
Basin,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  96,  Ninetieth  Congress,  and  the  Big  Walnut  Dam 
and  Reservoir  is  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plan  for 
such  project  set  forth  in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  said  docu¬ 
ment.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $50,000,000, 
for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project,  except  that  con- 
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struction  of  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  not  be  initiated  until 
approved  by  the  President. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Bear  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Platte  River, 
Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  87, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,314,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  94,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,750,000.  With  respect  to  that  portion  of  the  project 
above  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  approved  in  accordance  with  House  Document 
Numbered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965 
(. Public  Law  89-298 ) ,  there  shall  be  mutual  agreement  between  the  States 
of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota  on  a  flood  control  plan  and  a  plan  for  mitigation 
of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  respect  to  said  portion  within  six  months 
following  completion  of  the  reservoir  study  for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Big 
Sioux  River  and  the  Rock  River  now  underway  and  receipt  of  copies  of 
said  report  by  the  Governors  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota.  If 
said  mutual  agreement  is  not  reached  within  said  time,  approval  of  said 
flood  control  plan  and  plan  for  mitigation  offish  and  wildlife  losses  shall 
be  made  by  a  committee  consisting  of  one  representative  each  appointed 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  in  the  Papillion 
Creek  Basin,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  349,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Davids  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Nishnabotna 
River,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  142,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the  Little  Blue 
River  in  the  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  169,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $38,492,000. 

The  second  paragraph  under  the  heading  “Missouri  River  Basin”  of 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  additional  appropriations  for  the 
prosecution  of  comprehensive  plans  for  certain  river  basins” ,  approved 
December  30,  1963  (77  Stat.  84O),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the 
Missouri  River  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28, 
1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  is  further  modified  to  include  such 
bank  protection  or  rectification  works  at  or  below  the  Garrison  Reservoir 
as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  be  found  necessary,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,040,000.” 

JORDAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt  Lake  City 
Streams,  Utah,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
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recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
53,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $22,664,000. 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Feather  River  at  Chester,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  314, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $940,000. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

7  he  project  for  flood  protection,  and  other  purposes  on  Cucamonga 
Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  323,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,300,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  Alhambra  Creek,  California ,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  336,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000. 

MAD  RIVER,  CALIFORNIA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Mad  River,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  359,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $38,600,000. 

SWEETWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Sweetwater  River,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  148,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,900,000. 

TANANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  in  the  Tanana  River  Basin  in  the  vicinity 
of  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  89,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $111 ,700,000. 

IAO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  on  Iao  Stream, 
Hawaii,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
151,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,660,000. 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  is  authorized  to  provide  such  school  facilities  as  he  may  deem  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  education  of  dependents  of  persons  engaged  in  the  construction 
of  the  Dworshak  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Idaho,  and  to  pay  for  the 
same  from  any  funds  available  for  such  project.  When  he  determines  it  to 
be  in  the  public  interest,  the  Secretary,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  may  enter  into  cooperative  arrangements  with  local  and  Federal 
agencies  for  the  operation  of  such  Government  facilities,  for  the  expansion 
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of  local  facilities  at  Federal  expense,  and  for  contributions  by  the  Federal 
Government  to  cover  the  increased  cost  to  local  agencies  of  providing  the 
educational  services  required  by  the  Government. 

Sec.  205.  The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Ironton,  Ohio,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  is  hereby  modified  so  as  to 
provide  for  the  installation  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  aluminum  closure  structures  at  gates  numbered 
10,  17,  and  18,  located  at  Second  and  Orchard  Streets,  Second  Street 
west  of  Storms  Creek,  and  Second  and  Ellison  Streets,  respectively ,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $58,000. 

Sec.  206.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  section  201  of  the 
Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation 
of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes” ,  approved  July  3, 1958  (72  Stat.  305),  the  author¬ 
ization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local  protection  on  the 
Weber  River,  Utah  shall  expire  on  April  16,  1972,  unless  local  interests 
shall  before  such  date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such  project  will  be 
furnished. 

Sec.  207.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  section  201  of 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preser¬ 
vation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes” ,  approved  July  3,  1958  (72  Stat.  305), 
the  authorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local  protection 
on  the  Pecos  River  at  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico,  shall  expire  on  May  19, 
1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before  such  date  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local  coopera¬ 
tion  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  208.  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Gila  River  below 
Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  Arizona,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1962  (76  Stat.  1180,  1190),  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  116, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that  local  coopera¬ 
tion  shall  consist  of  the  requirements  that,  prior  to  construction,  local 
interests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
they  will:  (1)  make  a  cash  contribution  of  $700,000,  to  be  paid  either  in 
a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior 
to  the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  except  that  the 
reasonable  value,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  any  lands, 
easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  furnished  by  the  local  interests 
shall  be  deducted  from  the  required  cash  contribution;  (2)  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
(3)  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  209.  (a)  Whenever  any  State,  or  any  agency  or  instrumentality 
of  a  State  or  local  government,  or  any  nonprofit  incorporated  body  or¬ 
ganized  or  chartered  under  the  law  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located,  or 
any  nonprofit  association  or  combination  of  such  bodies,  agencies  or  in¬ 
strumentalities,  shall  undertake  to  secure  any  lands  or  interests  therein  as  a 
site  for  the  resettlement  of  families,  individuals,  and  business  concerns 
displaced  by  a  river  and  harbor  improvement,  flood  control  or  other  water 
resource  project  duly  authorized  by  Congress,  and  when  it  has  been  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  State  is  unable  to  acquire 
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necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands  or  is  unable  to  acquire  such  lands  or 
interests  in  lands  with  sufficient  promptness ,  the  Secretary ,  upon  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Governor  of  the  State  in  which  such  site  is  located ,  and  after 
conmltation  with  appropriate  Federal ,  State,  interstate,  regional,  and 
local  departments  and  agencies,  is  authorized,  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States  and  prior  to  the  approval  of  tide  by  the  Attorney  General,  to  acquire, 
enter  upon,  and  take  possession  of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  by  pur¬ 
chase,  donation,  condemnation  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  ( including  the  Act  of  February  26, 1931  (4-6  Stat.  1431)). 
All  expenses  of  said  acquisition  and  any  award  that  may  be  made  under  a 
condemnation  proceeding,  including  costs  of  examination  and  abstract  of 
title,  certificate  of  title,  appraisal,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incident  to 
acquisition,  shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  body,  agency,  or  instrumentality. 
The  State,  agency,  instrumentality,  or  nonprofit  body  may  repay  such 
amounts  from  any  funds  made  available  to  it  for  such  purposes  by  any 
Federal  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  (other  than  the  Department 
of  the  Army)  having  authority  to  make  funds  available  for  such  a  purpose. 
Pending  such  payment,  the  Secretary  may  expend  from  any  funds  here¬ 
after  appropriated  for  the  project  occasioning  such  acquisition  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section.  To  secure  payment,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  require  any  such  State  or  agency,  body,  or  instrumentality  to 
execute  a  proper  bond  in  such  amount  as  he  may  deem  necessary  before 
acquisition  is  commenced.  Any  sums  paid  to  the  Secretary  by  any  such 
State  or  agency,  body  or  instrumentality  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury 
to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  for  such  project. 

(b)  No  acquisition  shall  be  undertaken  under  the  authority  of  this 
section  unless  the  Secretary  has  determined,  after  consultation  with 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  agencies  that  (1)  the 
development  of  a  site  is  necessary  in  order  to  alleviate  hardships  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons;  (2)  the  location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  development  in 
relation  to  present  or  potential  sources  of  employment;  and  (3)  a  plan  for 
development  of  the  site  has  been  approved  by  appropriate  local  governmental 
authorities  in  the  area  or  community  in  which  such  site  is  located. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  directed  by  proper  deed, 
executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  to  convey  any  lands  or  interests 
in  land  acquired  in  any  State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  to  the 
State,  or  such  public  or  private  nonprofit  body,  agency,  or  institution  in 
the  State  as  the  Governor  may  prescribe,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary,  the  Governor,  and  the  agency  to 
which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

Sec.  210.  No  entrance  or  admission  fees  shall  be  collected  after  March 
31,  1970,  by  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States  at  public  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  located  at  lakes  and  reservoirs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army.  User  fees  at  these  lakes  and 
reservoirs  shall  be  collected  by  officers  and  employees  of  the  United  States 
only  from  users  of  highly  developed  facilities  requiring  continuous  presence 
of  personnel  for  maintenance  and  supervision  of  the  facilities,  and  shall 
not  be  collected  for  access  to  or  use  of  water  areas,  undeveloped  or  lightly 
developed  shoreland,  picnic  grounds,  overlook  sites,  scenic  drives,  or  boat 
launching  ramps  where  no  mechanical  or  hydraulic  equipment  is  provided. 

Sec.  211.  The  Mason  J.  Niblack  levee  feature  of  the  project  for  flood 
control  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin,  Illinois  and  Indiana,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  24>  1946,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  the  installation  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
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the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and  operation  and  maintenance  by  local  interests, 
of  pumping  facilities  to  remove  ponded  interior  drainage  from  the  area 
protected  by  the  levee,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 500,000 . 

Sec.  212.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  to  amend  Contract  Numbered  DA-45-108- 
C IV ENG-66-68,  between  the  United  States  and  the  Montana  State 
Highway  Commission  for  the  relocation  of  Montana  State  Highway  37 
in  connection  with  the  construction  of  the  Libby  Dam  project,  so  as  to 
provide  that  the  design  standards  for  the  relocation  shall  be  those  adopted 
by  the  State  of  Montana  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Highway  Safety 
Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  731). 

Sec.  213.  The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  Lower 
Mississippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  534) 
amended  and  modified,  is  further  modified  to  provide  pumping  plants 
and  other  drainage  facilities  in  Cairo,  Illinois,  and  vicinity,  to  the 
extent  found  economically  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to 
the  conditions  that  local  interests  (1)  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  work;  (2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  work;  and  (3)  maintain  and  operate  all  works 
after  completion. 

Sec.  214 •  The  project  for  the  Sanders  Creek  Red  River  Basin,  Texas, 
is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  additional  privately 
owned  lands  aggregating  approximately  seven  hundred  and  fifty  acres 
located  within  the  boundaries  of  former  Camp  Maxey,  Lamar  County, 
Texas,  for  the  purpose  of  consolidating  Federal  ownership  of  areas  as 
may  be  needed  for  wildlife  purposes  in  connection  with  the  Pat  Mayse 
Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  and  to  facilitate  the  establishment  of  a  wildlife 
refuge  or  wildlife  management  area.  The  lands  so  acquired  will  be  made 
available  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  to  the  State  of  Texas  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  established  administrative  procedures  pursuant  to  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.).  The  acquisition  of  such 
lands  may  be  deferred  until  such  time  as  assurances  are  given,  satisfactory 
to  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  that  a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife  management 
area  will  be  established. 

Sec.  215.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  may,  when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  enter 
into  agreements  providing  for  reimbursement  to  States  or  political  sub¬ 
divisions  thereof  for  work  to  be  performed  by  such  non-Federal  public 
bodies  at  water  resources  development  projects  authorized  for  construction 
under  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  Such  agreements  may  provide  for  reimbursement  of  installation 
costs  incurred  by  such  entities  or  an  equivalent  reduction  in  the  contribu¬ 
tions  they  would  otherwise  be  required  to  make,  or  in  appropriate  cases, 
for  a  combination  thereof.  The  amount  of  Federal  reimbursement,  includ¬ 
ing  reductions  in  contributions,  for  a  single  project  shall  not  exceed 
81,000,000. 

(b)  Agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  (1)  fully 
describe  the  work  to  be  accomplished  by  the  non-Federal  public  body,  and 
be  accompanied  by  an  engineering  plan  if  necessary  therefor;  (2)  specify 
the  manner  in  which  such  work  shall  be  carried  out;  (3)  provide  for 
necessary  review  of  design  and  plans,  and  inspection  of  the  work  by  the 
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Chief  of  Engineers  or  his  designee;  (4)  state  the  basis  on  which  the  amount 
of  reimbursement  shall  be  determined ;  (6)  state  that  Such  reimbursement 
shall  be  dependent  upon  the  appropriation  of  funds  applicable  thereto 
or  funds  available  therefor,  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other 
pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements;  and  (6)  specify 
that  reimbursement  or  credit  for  non-Federal  installation  expenditures 
shall  apply  only  to  work  undertaken  on  Federal  projects  after  project 
authorization  and  execution  of  the  agreement,  and  does  not  apply  retro¬ 
actively  to  past  non-Federal  work.  Each  such  agreement  shall  expire  three 
years  after  the  date  on  whixh  it  is  executed  if  the  work  to  be  undertaken  by 
the  non-Federal  public  body  has  not  commenced  before  the  expiration  of 
that  period.  The  time  allowed  for  completion  of  the  work  will  be  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and 
stated  in  the  agreement. 

( c )  No  reimbursement  shall  be  made,  and  no  expenditure  shall  be 
credited,  pursuant  to  this  section,  unless  and  until  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  or  his  designee,  leas  certified  that  the  work  for  which  reimbursement 
or  credit  is  requested  has  been  performed  in  accordance  vnth  the  agreement. 

(d)  Reimbursement  for  work  commenced  by  non-Federal  public  bodies 
no  later  than  one  year  after  enactment  of  this  section,  to  carry  out  or 
assist  in  carrying  out  projects  for  beach  erosion  control,  may  be  made 
in  accordance  vnth  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  13, 
1.946,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  426f).  Reimbursement  for  such  work  may, 
as  an  alternative,  be  made  in  accordance  vnth  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  provided  that  agreement  required  herein  shall  have  been  executed 
prior  to  commencement  of  the  vjork.  Expenditures  for  projects  for  beach 
erosion  control  commenced  by  non-Federal  public  bodies  subsequent  to 
one  year  after  enactment  of  this  section  may  be  reimbursed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  only  in 
accordance  vnth  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  (1)  as  authorizing  the  United 
States  t/)  assume  any  responsibilities  placed  upon  a  non-Federal  body 
by  the  conditions  of  project  author  ization,  or  (2)  as  committing  the  United 
Stales  to  reimburse  non-Federal  interests  if  the  Federal  project  is  not 
undertaken  or  is  modified  so  as  to  make  the  vjork  performed  by  the  non- 
Federal  Public  body  no  longer  applicable. 

(f)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  allot  from  any  appro¬ 
priations  hereafter  made  for  civil  vwrks,  not  to  exceed  $ 10,000,000  for 
any  one  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section.  This  limita¬ 
tion  does  not  include  specific  project  authorizations  providing  for 
reimbursement. 

Sec.  216.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall,  without  monetary 
consideration,  extend  until  October  1,  1964,  (he  rights  described  in 
this  section  v)hich  viere  reserved  until  July  1 ,  1964,  1°  anV  former  ovmer 
C including  his  heirs,  administrators ,  executors,  successors,  and  assigns) 
of  the  subsurface  estate  of  any  real  property  acquired  by  the  United  States 
in  connection  vrith  the  construction  of  the  Carlyle  Reservoir  project  on  the 
Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois.  The  reserved  rights  referred  to  in  this  section 
are  more  particularly  described  as  the  reservation  of  all  oil,  gas,  and  other 
minerals  of  like  fugacious  character,  together  vrith  rights  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  exploration,  development,  production,  and  removal  thereof 
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within  the  Boulder  Oil  Field  and  restricted  to  section  2 ,  township  2  north , 
range  2  west ,  and  sections  34  ,  35,  and  36  in  township  3  north,  range  2 
west,  Clinton  County,  Illinois. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  pay, 
out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  such 
persons  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  whose  rights  are  author¬ 
ized  to  be  extended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  amount  of  money 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  represent  their  respective 
interests  in  royalty  payments  received  by  the  United  States  for  the  author¬ 
ized  three-month  extended  period.  The  total  payments  so  made  shall  not 
exceed  the  sum  of  $6,401 .16. 

Sec.  217.  (a)  No  provision  of  law  heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  which 
limits  the  number  of  persons  who  may  be  appointed  as  full-time  civilian 
employees,  or  temporary  and  part-time  employees,  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  shall  apply  to  employees  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  engaged  in  its  power  program  and  paid  exclusively  from  other 
than  appropriated  funds.  In  applying  any  such  provision  of  law  to  other 
departments  and  agencies  in  the  executive  branch,  the  number  of  such 
employees  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account. 

( b )  No  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit  expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  June  30,  1969,  under  the  Budget 
of  the  United  States  Government,  shall  apply  to  expenditures  by  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its  power  opera¬ 
tions,  from  the  sale  of  any  power  program  assets,  or  from  power  revenue 
bonds,  notes,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 

Sec.  218.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  directed  to  review  the  project  for 
the  Devils  Jumps  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland 
River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  and  report  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
December  31,  1969,  on  the  feasibility  of  such  project  for  the  purposes  of 
House  Document  Numbered  175,  Eighty-seventh  Congress.  The  Chief 
of  Engineers,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  review  and  prepare  such  alternative  plans  as  they  may 
determine  feasible  and  appropriate  for  the  use  of  the  Big  South  Fork 
of  the  Cumberland  River  and  its  tributaries  in  Kentucky  and  Tennessee 
and  necessary  contiguous  areas  for  recreational,  conservation,  or  preser¬ 
vation  uses  of  such  area  and  report  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1969.  The  construction  of  such  project  or  any  alternative  project 
shall  not  be  initiated  until  such  reports  have  been  made  to  and  approved 
by  the  Congress.  Such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section 
are  hereby  authorized. 

Sec.  219.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed 
to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  including  channel 
and  major  drainage  improvements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to 
wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  territorial  possessions, 
which  include  the  localities  specifically  named  in  this  section.  After  the 
regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any  survey  authorized  by  this  section 
are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  report  or 
estimate  shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made 


21 


and  a  report  thereon  submitted,  1e>  Congress,  if  such  review  'is  required. I  by 
the  national  defense  or  by  ch/mged  physical  or  ecorumie  condihons. 

Burnett,  Crystal ,  and  Scotts  Boys  and  vicinity,  BayU/um,  Texas, 
in  the  interest  oj  flood,  control,  drainage,  and  replied  water  o/nA,  land 
resources,  includiruj  specifically  the  j/roblems  oj  general  subsidence 
of  the  area  and  flood  problems  creeled,  thereby. 

LinviUe  Creek,  Caney  Creek,  and  Tree  Pal/je/u/us,  Texas,  in  the 
interest  oj  flood  control  and  relalerl  purposes. 

Oso  Creek.,  Texas,  in  the  interest  oj  flood,  ct/nkrol  arul  related 
purposes. 

Maddaket,  Smith’s  BoirU  arul  Broad  Creek,  Maesachusetts ,  in  the 
interest  offload  cr/rdrol,  hurricarie  protection,  ruir/ujoiie/ri,  and  relate/!, 
purposes. 

Streams  at  arul  in  the  vi/vinily  of  the  Spring  Mourd/iin  Y with 
Comp,  Spring  Mwmt/iin  Range,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  oj  flood, 
control,  bank  erosion  control,  arul  allied,  purposes. 

Virgin  River,  at  arul  in  the  vieinily  of  Bunker  ville,  Mesguile, 
arul  River  side,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flewd,  control,  bank  erosion 
control,  arul  allied,  purposes. 

Cuyahoga,  River  from  Upper  Kent,  U,  Rortage  Trail  in  Cuyahega 
Falls.  Ohio,  in  the  interest  oj  fleod.  cr/rdrol,  polluti//a  abatement, 
Urn  flew  regulation,  arul  other  allied,  wo, ter  purposes. 

Kalihi  Stream,  IJr/rudulu,  Oahu,  II await. 

Sec.  220.  Title  II  oj  this  Act  may  be  cited,  as  flu,  “FUiod  Centro!  Act 
A  1968”. 


TITLE  III  III  VER  BASIN  MON  ETA  R  Y  A  UT II  ORE/, A  'I  IONS 

Sec.  20] .  Tied  (a>  in  additie/a  fe  previous  aullu/rizeil/u/ne,  there  is 
hereby  aullu/rized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  proseculu/n  of  the  rezmpre- 
hertsive  plan  oj  develezpment  oj  each  river  basin  under  the  yurieeli/dion  oj 
tie  Secretary  oj  the  Army  refer  reel  tej  in  the  first  coiumn  belov:,  whirl, 
war  basically  aullu/rized  by  the  Act  referreel  U>  fry  dale  oj  e/neulment  in 
the  second  column  below,  an  ame/utd,  ru>t  t/>  e/eeeel  tint  sfu/um  opposite 
such  river  boe/in  in  the  third,  column  beJe/uo: 


fuuin 


Ari  of  Amount 
Congrtu 


AlniA  fMrC'/tvi  hv.or 
Arkannu  Htotr 
ffrazot  Ittoer... 

Central  a  t'A  toother n  Florida 
Columbia  Hirer 
Mittouri  /'.iter 
J 

OuathUa  f-Ar.tr 
Han  Jr/umin  i'.v^r 
Booth  PUtte  !'./>• 

Uyp.r  MiuUtijrjA  llv.tr 
Whin  Mmt. 


Mar  t,  IW 
fv;o. a  IS,  HAS 
Hav>.  t.l'M 
furt*.  Vi.  /H* 
bun.  tS  i'AS 
bUut  IS  ''AS 
fur n.  n,  eve 
May  /'/,  :w> 
Ins  tt.  HU 
May  17,  W/, 
fur*  IS,  :'AS 
funs.  IS  ys.S 


tti  '//,  '//, 
U/s, '//) 
l,  '//>,  '/,'> 
It. '//)//>') 
rr.  '//,,  ee, 
Vs. '//>///) 
tt,  <//>, '//, 

l'i,'//i  '//, 
11,  '//,.  '//! 
It,'//,  '//, 
r, ///,///, 
t,  <//), '//, 


(bj  The  total,  ame/urd  authorized  t/j  be  apprr/pruUed  by  the  sectu/n 
shall  red,  e/eeed  fXX)  f//) . 

Sec.  202.  In  a/ld.il/u/n  ie>  the  preov/ue  avllu/riz/ilwn,  the,  re/mpletu/n  oj 
the  system  oj  flood,  control  reservoir  </n  the  West  Braruth  Svee/ueh/mruj, 
River,  Pennsylvania,  aullu/rized  by  the  Flee  A.  Control  Act  of  1954,  u t 
hereby  aullu/rized  at  an  estimedeel  cost  of  $2  jX/J  jX/J . 
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Sec.  303.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ River  Basin 
Monetary  Authorization  Act  of  1968”. 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Jim  Wright, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Harold  Johnson, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

William  H.  Harsha, 

Don  Clausen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Jennings  Randolph, 

Stephen  M.  Young, 

Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Ernest  Gruening, 

B.  Everett  Jordan, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Hiram  L.  Fong 
George  L.  Murphy, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE 


MANAGERS  ON 
HOUSE 


'J  HE  HART  OF  THE 


The  manager.  on  the  part  of  the  Hou  c  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  vote*  of  the  two  Houae*  on  the  amendment  of  the  Houae 
to  the  bill  (8  3710)  Authorizing  the  con»truction,  repair,  and  preee;  va 
tion  of  certain  public  work*  on  river*  and  harbor*  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purnoaee,  aubrnit  the  following  atatcment  ;n 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferee-', 
and  recommended  m  the  accompanying  confererc/:  report: 

The  difference,  between  tlie  Hou-.e  amendment  to  trie  text  of  the 
Senate  bill  and  the  ubetitute  agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted  below, 
except  for  clerical  correction*,  incidental  change*  made  nece .  ary  by 
rcaeon  of  agreement,  re  a/:  he/1  by  tf;e  conferee*,  and  minor  drafting  and 
clarifying  change-. 

Na  vioavion 


win  jKmjty;;.  ha  niton 

The  Semite  bill  authorized  the  proje<  Poi  Jeffei  on  Harbor, 
N.V.,  Houae  Go'  jment  No.  277,  90th  Congree*  at  an  eetirnated  r//r,t 
of  $2, 455, 000. 

The  Home  amendment  did  not  authorize  this  project 

The  conference  -.ubetitute  i*  the  earne  a-  the  Senate.  I>ill. 

oe/.r  in'/uacoabtaj,  watkwwa v 

The  Houae  amendment  contained  the  project  for  the  Gulf  fntra 
coaetaj  Water. vay,  St.  Mark*  to  Tampa  Ray,  Fla,  with  a  limitation  of 
not  to  exceed  $40,000,000 

The  Senate  bill  did  not  contain  thi*  project 

The  conference  eubatituto  i*  the  *arne  a  .  the  Hou-.e  amendment 
except  that  a  further  limitation  ha*  been  added  that  eonatr  jction  of  ’he 
project  ia  not  to  be  initiate/!  until  the  /dan  for  it  ia  a/;proved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Rroeident 

liBO  ItJVKlt  WA’IKHV/AY 

Tint  pro/>o.od  conference  aubetitute  i -.  the  earne  a*  the  Hou  -.e  amend¬ 
ment.  However,  the  conferee*  expect  that  prior  to  expenditure  of 
.-  lotion  of  the  bank  etabilization  work  extending  from 
Index,  Arx  to  Gem  or.  Gam,  Tex  the  G'bief  of  Engineer  -.  will  *ubrnit 
to  Congrea*  the  report  with  r  caper  t  to  the  Fe/Jera)  re  -.ponaibility  for 
euch  work.  m  accordance  with  eeetion  120  of  the  conference  aubetitute. 

r.'Olx'r hy,h.'>  r.MUA  1.-/.A nr.no 

Section  J14  of  the  Horn-/;  amendment  declared  a  portion  of  the 
Northern  Ernbarcadero,  San  Franci.eeo,  Oalif  ,  a;-,  non  navigable  'Thi* 
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declaration,  however,  would  apply  only  to  so  much  of  the  area  as  is 
bulkheaded  and  filled. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  comparable  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  amendment  with 
the  exception  that  the  declaration  of  nonnavigable  is  to  apply  only  to 
that  portion  of  the  area  bulkheaded  and  filled  or  occupied  by  permanent 
pile-supported  structures. 

Drift  and  Debris  Removal  and  Beach  Erosion 

The  Senate  bill  in  section  111  established  a  general  policy  on  drift 
removal  from  federally  authorized  navigation  projects. 

Section  112  of  the  Senate  bill  authorized  a  general  survey  of  the 
nature  and  scope  of  problems  resulting  from  stream  bank  erosion 
throughout  the  United  States. 

The  House  amendment  contained  no  comparable  provisions. 

The  conference  substitute  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
make  studies  of  the  nature  and  scope  of  damages  resulting  from  stream 
bank  erosion  throughout  the  United  States  with  a  view  for  determin¬ 
ing  the  needs  for  and  feasibility  of  coordinated  programs  of  stream 
bank  protection  as  well  as  a  study  of  the  need  for  and  feasibility  of  a 
program  for  the  removal  and  disposal  of  drift  and  other  debris,  in¬ 
cluding  abandoned  vessels  from  public  harbors  and  channels  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the  Army.  This  report  is  to  be  made 
to  Congress  no  later  than  a  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
act  with  recommendations. 

Flood  Control 

NAVASOTA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  for  the  Navasota  River,  Tex., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $119,707,000  with  a  proviso,  however,  that 
Navasota  No.  2  reservoir  not  be  initiated  until  the  President  has 
approved  a  report  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  reexamining 
the  basis  on  which  the  project  was  formulated. 

The  House  amendment  authorized  that  project  for  flood  protection 
with  the  requirement,  however,  in  lieu  of  the  Senate  proviso,  that 
Navasota  No.  2  reservoir  shall  be  constructed  first  and  authorized 
$55,487,000  for  construction  of  that  reservoir. 

The  conference  substitute  authorizes  the  project  on  the  Navasota 
River  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  No.  341,  90th  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $119,707,000,  thus,  eliminating  the  exceptions  and 
limitations  placed  on  the  project  by  both  bodies. 

WABASH  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  on  the  Wabash  River  Basin 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $115,740,000. 

The  House  amendment  authorized  that  project  with  the  exception 
that  Big  Walnut  Reservoir  was  specifically  authorized  at  not  more 
than  $37,100,000  for  the  construction  of  that  reservoir. 
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The  conference  substitute  authorized  the  project  on  the  Wabash 
River  Basin  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  No.  96,  90th  Congress, 
and  also  authorized  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and  Reservoir  as  the  plan 
for  such  project  is  set  forth  in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
contained  in  that  Senate  document. 

The  conference  substitute  further  authorizes  an  appropriation  of 
$50,000,000  for  initiation  of  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project 
with  the  exception  that  the  construction  of  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and 
Reservoir  is  not  to  begin  until  the  President  shall  have  approved  the 
beginning  of  construction. 


MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

Both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  with  a  requirement  that  there  be  mutual  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  States  involved  on  a  flood  control  plan  and  a 
plan  for  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses.  The  Senate  bill  required 
this  agreement  to  be  reached  in  3  months  following  the  completion  of 
the  reservoir  study,  and  the  House  amendment  extended  that  time 
limit  to  1  year  and  3  months.  The  conference  substitute  requires 
agreement  to  be  reached  in  6  months  following  completion  of  such 
study. 

Land  Acquisition 

Both  the  Senate  bill  and  House  amendment  authorized  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  land  on  the  request  of  States  for  resettle¬ 
ment  of  families,  individuals,  and  businesses  displaced  by  water 
resources  projects.  The  State  has  to  repay  to  the  Federal  Government 
the  cost  of  such  land  acquisition  and  resettlement. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  both  the  Senate  bill  and 
House  amendment  with  the  exception  of  a  technical  amendment  to 
assure  that  a  State  may  repay  these  expenses  with  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  to  it  by  any  other  Federal  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
having  authority  to  make  these  funds  available  for  this  purpose. 

BIG  SOUTH  FORK,  CUMBERLAND  RIVER 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  for  the  Devils  Jumps  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $151,000,000. 

The  House  amendment  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  conference  substitute  directs  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  review 
this  project  and  report  to  Congress  by  December  31,  1969,  on  the 
feasibility  of  the  project  for  the  purposes  of  House  Document  No. 
175,  87th  Congress.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  are  to  review  and  prepare 
such  alternative  plans  as  they  determine  feasible  and  appropriate  for 
the  use  of  the  Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River  and  its  tribu¬ 
taries,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  and  necessary  contiguous  areas  for 
recreational,  conservation,  or  preservation  uses  of  such  area  and  report 
to  Congress  no  later  than  December  31,  1969.  The  construction  of 
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the  project  and  any  alternate  thereto  is  not  to  be  initiated  until  these 
reports  are  made  and  these  projects  are  approved  by  Congress. 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Jim  Wright, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Harold  Johnson, 

William  C.  Cramer, 
William  H.  Harsha, 

Don  Clausen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 
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Rivers 

Roberts 

Robison 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Ronan 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Rostenkowski 

Roth 

Roudebush 
Roush 
Rumsfeld 
Ruppe 
St  Germain 
St.  Onge 
Sandman 
Satterfield 
aylor 

Schadeberg 


Edwards,  Ala. 

McClure 

SchVle 

Edwards,  La. 

McCulloch 

Sch  Wen  gel 

Eilberg 

McDade 

Scott  \ 

Erlenborn 

McDonald, 

Selden  \ 

Esch 

Mich. 

Shipley  \ 

Eshleman 

McEwen 

Shriver  \ 

Evans,  Colo. 

McFall 

Sikes  \ 

Everett 

McMillan 

Sisk  \ 

Fallon 

Macdonald, 

Slack  \ 

Fascell 

Mass. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Feighan 

MacGregor 

Smith,  Iowa 

Findley 

Machen 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Fisher 

Madden 

Smith,  Okla. 

Flynt 

Mahon 

Snyder 

Foley 

Mailliard 

Springer 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Marsh 

Stafford 

Ford,  Martin 

Staggers 

William  D. 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Stanton 

Fountain 

Matsunaga 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Friedel 

May 

Steiger,  Wls. 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Mayne 

Stephens 

Fuqua 

Meeds 

Stratton 

Gallfianakis 

Meskill 

Stubblefield 

Gallagher 

Miller,  Calif. 

Stuckey 

Gardner 

Miller,  Ohio 

Sullivan 

Garmatz 

Mills 

Taft 

Gathlngs 

Minish 

Talcott 

Gettys 

Mink 

Taylor 

Glaimo 

Minshall 

Teague,  Calif. 

Gibbons 

Mize 

Teague,  Tex. 

Gonzalez 

Monagan 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Goodling 

Montgomery 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Moore 

Tiernan 

Green,  Pa. 

Moorhead 

Tuck 

Griffin 

Morgan 

Tunney 

Griffiths 

Morton 

Udall 

Gross 

Moss 

Ullman 

Grover 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Utt 

Gude 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Van  Deerlin 

Gurney 

Myers 

Vander  Jagt 

Hagan 

Natcher 

Vanik  / 

Haley 

Nichols 

Vigorito  / 

Hall 

Nix 

Waldie  / 

Halleck 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Walker  / 

Hamilton 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Watkins/ 

Hammer- 

O’Konski 

Watts  / 

schmidt 

Olsen 

Whalarn 

Hanley 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Wh  alley 

Hanna 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Whfte 

Hansen,  Wash.  Passman 


iitener 


Hardy 

Patman 

Whitten 

Harrison 

Patten 

/Widnall 

Harsha 

Pelly 

/  Wiggins 

Harvey 

Pepper 

/  Williams,  Pa. 

Hathaway 

Perkins  / 

Willis 

Hays 

Pettis  / 

Wilson,  Bob 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Fhilbin/ 

Wilson, 

Henderson 

Pickle/ 

Charles  H. 

Hicks 

Pike/ 

Winn 

Horton 

Pir/fie 

Wolff 

Hosmer 

Howard 

Hull 

Hungate 

Hunt 

Hutchinso/ 
Ichord 
Irwin 
Jacobs 
Jarmftn 


lair 
/Anderson, 
Tenn. 
Battin 
Blackburn 


Po6.ge  Wright 

/odell  Wyatt 

Poff  Wydler 

Pollock  Wylie 

Price,  HI.  Wyman 

Price,  Tex.  Yates 

Pryor  Young 

Pucinski  Zablocki 

Purcell  Zion 

Quillen  Zwach 
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Conte 
Corman 
Cramer 
Davis,  Wis. 
Diggs 


Dole 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Fino 

Flood 

Frelinghuysen 
Fulton,  Tenn. 
Goodell 
Gray 
Gubser 
Hansen,  Idaho 
Hawkins 
Hebert 


Herlong 

Holifield 

Holland 

Karsten 

King,  Calif. 

Kirwan 

Kupferman 

Laird 

Lipscomb 

Long,  La. 

Lukens 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 


Nelsen 

Quie 

Rarick 

Resnick 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Schweiker 

Steed 

Tenzer 

Thompson,  Ga. 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Watson 


So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Rhodes  of  Arizona. 
Mr.  Blanton  with  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Battin. 
Mr.  Kupferman  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 
Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Adair. 
Mr.  Fulton  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Gubser. 
Mr.  Waggonner  with  Mr.  Wampler. 

Mr.  Tenzer  with  Mr.  Fino. 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Lipscomb. 
Mr.  Blatnik  with  Mr.  Quie. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Hansen  of 
Idaho. 

Mr.  Morris  of  New  Mexico  with  Mr.  Davj 
of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Flood  with  Mr.  Laird. 

Mr.  Holifield  with  Mr.  Burton  of  Uta: 

Hr.  Hawkins  with  Mr.  Dole. 
vMr.  Steed  with  Mr.  Lukens. 
r.  Gray  with  Mu.  Conte. 

Corman  with  Mr.  Burke  of  Florida. 

Mr ''Holland  with  Mr.  Thomp^im  of  Georgia. 
Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  Schweiki 
Mr.  ReSnlck  with  Mr.  Goodell. 

Mr.  Phi  rack  with  Mr.  Cran/er. 

Mr.  Karsten  with  Mr.  Watson. 

Mr.  Herlongiyvith  Mr.  Blackburn. 


changed  his  vote  from 
of  Massachusetts  and 


Mr.  MOSH 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mrs.  HEC 
Mr.  KYROS  /ha: 

“yea”  to  “ 

The  result  of  the  vo' 
as  above  Recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

The/SPEAKER.  The  que, 
p&ss/ge  of  the  bill, 
le  bill  was  passed. 

/A  motion  to  reconsider  was 
Che  table. 


d  their  votes  from 
was  announced 

jon  is  on  the 

laid  on 


Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bolton 
Burke,  Fla. 
Burton,  Utah 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani3 
mous  consent  that  all  Members  may  have 
5  legislative  days  in  which  to  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  just  passed  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  FILE  REPORT  ON 

S.  3710,  OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND 

HARBORS  BILL 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  report  on  S.  3710, 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1819) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  3710) 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  pertain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert  the 
following : 

“TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

“Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  im¬ 
provement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the 
respective  reports  hereinafter  designated. 
The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 
first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 
plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental 
thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
full. 

“NAVIGATION 

“Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts:  House 
Document  Numbered  265,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 

gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $616,000; 

“Fall  River  Harbor,  Massachusetts  and 
Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Numbered 
175,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $8,762,000; 

“Bristol  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  House 

Document  Numbered  174,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 

gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $873,000; 

“Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  New  York:  House 
Document  Numbered  277,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 

gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,455,000; 

“Hempstead  Harbor,  New  York:  House 
Document  Numbered  101,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 

gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $703,000; 

“Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  South 
Carolina:  Senate  Document  Numbered  88, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$35,381,000; 

“Miami  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  93,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $6,476,000; 

“Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to 
Tampa  Bay,  Florida:  Chief  of  Engineers’  Re¬ 
port  dated  June  6,  1968,  except  that  (1)  not 
to  exceed  $40,000,000  is  authorized  for  initia¬ 
tion  of  such  project,  and  (2)  construction  of 
this  project  shall  not  be  initiated  until  such 
plan  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  the  President; 

“Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene, 
Boeuf,  and  Black,  Louisiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  155,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $8,645,000; 

“Red  River  Waterway,  Louisiana,  Texas, 
Arkansas,  and  Oklahoma :  House  Document 
Numbered  304,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except 
that  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  is  authorized 
for  initiation  of  such  project; 

"Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud 
Canal,  Louisiana:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  97,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,300,000; 

“Mississippi  River  Outlets,  Venice,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  House  Document  Numbered  361,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,520,000; 

“Yazoo  River,  Mississippi:  House  Docu- 
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ment  Numbered  342,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $52,147,000; 

“Corpus  Christi  Ship  Canal,  Texas:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  99,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,042,000; 

“Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River,  Texas:  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  102,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000; 

“Wilson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  112,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $198,000; 

“Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  New  York: 
House  Document  Numbered  97,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,315,000; 

“Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  New  York: 
House  Document  Numbered  358,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

“Forestville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  183,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $538,000; 

“Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Michigan:  House 
Document  Numbered  189,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $466,000; 

“Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Michi¬ 
gan  House  Document  Numbered  338,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$31,300,000; 

“Snohomish  River  (Everett  Harbor) ,  Wash¬ 
ington:  House  Document  Numbered  357, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,108,000; 

“Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  California: 
House  Document  Numbered  330,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,430,000; 

“Port  Hueneme,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  362,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,000,000; 

“Ventura  Marina,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  356,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,540,000; 

“San  Diego  Harbor,  California:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  365,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $5,360,000; 

“Kake  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  70,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  es¬ 
timated  cost  of  $1,760,000; 

“King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  13,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $522,000; 

“Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  95,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,030,000; 

"Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for 
Light  Draft  Vessels:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  353,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,256,000. 

"beach  erosion 

“Brevard  County,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  352,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $680,000. 

“Sec.  102.  The  project  for  beach  erosion 
control,  Fort  Pierce,  Florida,  authorized  by 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat. 
1089,  1092)  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for 
construction  of  the  project  and  periodic 
nourishment  for  ten  years  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  In  addition  to  applicable  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation  set  forth  in  the 
aforementioned  report  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  local  interests  shall,  prior  to  con¬ 
struction,  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will — 

“(1)  contribute  in  cash,  either  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in 
installments  prior  to  the  start  of  pertinent 
work  items  in  accordance  with  construc¬ 
tion  or  nourishment  schedules,  as  determined 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  all  costs  of  initial 
construction  and  periodic  nourishment  for 
ten  years  exclusive  of  costs  assigned  to  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  aforementioned 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers; 
and 

“(2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works. 

“Sec.  103.  (a)  That  section  2  of  the  Act 
entitled  ‘An  Act  authorizing  the  Secretary 


of  War  to  sell  and  convey  to  the  town  of 
Marmet.  West  Virginia,  two  tracts  of  land  to 
be  used  for  municipal  purposes’,  approved 
July  8,  1942  (56  Stat.  651)  is  hereby  amended 
by  deleting  the  period  after  the  words  ‘re¬ 
lated  municipal  purposes’  and  inserting 
thereafter  the  phrase  ‘including  firefighting 
facilities  and  structures’. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  issue  to  the  town  of 
Marmet,  West  Virginia,  without  monetary 
consideration  therefor,  such  written  instru¬ 
ments  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  That  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  or  his  designee,  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  convey  to  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
hereinafter  stated,  and  to  such  other  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
or  his  designee,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  certain  real  property, 
together  with  improvements  thereon,  lo¬ 
cated  at  Ohio  River  locks  and  dams  num¬ 
bered  16,  19,  20,  and  21  in  West  Virginia  as 
described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 
No  property  shall  be  conveyed  under  author¬ 
ity  of  this  section  until  these  locks  and  dams 
have  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  in  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  and  suitable  replace¬ 
ment  facilities  are  in  operation  under  the 
Ohio  River  navigation  modernization  pro¬ 
gram.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  prior 
disposition  of  such  facilities  and  improve¬ 
ments  on  such  lands  as  he  deems  to  be  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  United  States. 

“(b)  The  real  property  authorized  for  con¬ 
veyance  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
comprise  all  or  portions  of  such  lands  and 
improvements  as  may  be  determined  excess 
of  four  lock  and  dam  projects  on  the  Ohio 
River  in  the  State  of  West  Virginia  and  des¬ 
ignated  as,  number  16  (Willow  Island  Pool) 
in  Tyler  County,  numbers  19  and  20  (Belle¬ 
ville  Pool)  in  Wood  County,  and  number  21 
(Racine  Pool)  in  Jackson  County.  The  exact 
descriptions  and  acreage  to  be  determined 
by  the  Secretary  by  accurate  surveys,  the 
cost  of  which  is  to  be  borne  by  the  State 
of  West  Virginia. 

“(c)  The  conveyance  authorized  herein 
shall  provide  that  said  property  shall  be  used 
only  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes 
and  such  other  uses  directly  related  to  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  West  Virginia  Department  of 
Natural  Resources,  and  if  it  ever  ceases  to  be 
used  for  such  purposes,  title  to  said  property 
shall  immediately  revert  to  the  United 
States.  Any  deed  of  conveyance  shall  also  be 
subject  to  and  include  the  following  addi¬ 
tional  terms  and  conditions : 

“(1)  The  State  of  West  Virginia  shall  pay 
the  United  States  as  consideration  for  the 
conveyance  50  per  centum  of  the  current  fair 
market  value  of  the  property  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

“(2)  There  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United 
States  such  flowage  easements  and  rights- 
of-way  for  roads  and  utility  lines  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  may  be  required  for  other 
navigation  projects. 

“(3)  Such  other  restrictions,  terms,  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States 

“(d)  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  conveyances 
referred  to  herein  shall  be  covered  into  the 
United  States  Treasury  as  miscellaneous 
receipts. 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  convey,  without  monetary  con¬ 
sideration,  to  the  city  of  Buffalo,  New  York, 
all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  certain  real  property  under¬ 
lying  Lake  Erie  containing  approximately 
46.01  acres  and  more  particularly  described 
in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on  condi¬ 
tion  that  such  real  property  be  used  for 
public  park  and  recreational  development 
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purposes  and  if  such  property  shall  ever 
cease  to  be  used  for  such  purposes,  title 
thereto  shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 

“(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this 
section  is  more  particularly  described  as 
follows: 

"(1)  Parcel  E. — Beginning  at  the  point  of 
intersection  of  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  39 
prolonged  and  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  as 
established  in  1846,  which  point  bears  south 
feet,  more  or  less,  from  United  States  Monu¬ 
ment  numbered  7,  which  monument  is  the 
southeasterly  corner  of  the  said  outer  lot  39; 

“thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  with 
the  established  harbor  line  1,140  feet,  more 
or  less,  to  the  said  harbor  line; 

“thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor 
line,  1,310  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of 
intersection  of  said  harbor  line  and  a  line  at 
right  angles  thereto  passing  through  the 
point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  and  a  line  330  feet  northerly  at 
right  angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south 
line  of  outer  lot  36; 

“thence  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with 
said  harbor  fine  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to 
the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846; 

"thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline 
of  Lake  Erie  1,320  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the 
point  of  beginning  containing  34.04  acres, 
more  or  less. 

“(2)  Parcel  C-B. — Beginning  at  the  point 
of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie 
with  the  northerly  line  of  land  deeded  to  the 
United  States  Government,  October  21,  1846, 
said  line  also  extending  in  a  due  east  and 
west  direction  and  passing  through  the 
northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36  (United 
States  Monument  No.  2),  said  point  of  be¬ 
ginning  being  also  480  feet,  more  or  less,  west 
of  the  said  northwest  comer  of  outer  lot 
36; 

“thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline 
of  Lake  Erie  in  1846  a  distance  of  470  feet, 
more  or  less,  to  the  intersection  with  a  line 
330  feet  northerly  at  right  angles  from  and 
parallel  with  the  south  line  of  lot  36,  said 
line  being  also  the  north  line  of  lands  deeded 
to  the  United  States  Government,  September 
25,  1847; 

“thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  to 
establish  harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less, 
to  the  established  harbor  line; 

“thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor 
line  465  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  point  of 
intersection  of  said  harbor  line  and  a  line  at 
right  angles  thereto  passing  through  the 
point  of  intersection  of  the  shoreline  of  Lake 
Erie  in  1846  and  the  line  extending  in  a  due 
east  and  west  direction  and  passing  through 
the  northwest  corner  of  outer  lot  36; 

“thence  easterly  at  right  angles  to  estab¬ 
lished  harbor  line  1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to 
the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846,  which  is 
the  above  referenced  point  of  beginning,  con¬ 
taining  11.97  acres,  more  or  less. 

“(c)  Any  deed  of  conveyance  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  shall  reserve  to  the 
United  States,  for  a  period  not  to  exceed 
seven  years,  the  right  to  use  such  lands  for 
a  spoil  disposal  area  for  materials  dredged 
from  the  Buffalo  Harbor  Project,  including 
the  right  to  place  structures  thereon  and  to 
perform  all  other  actions  incident  to  such 
use,  together  with  the  rights  of  ingress  and 
egress  thereto.  Such  deed  shall  contain  such 
additional  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
to  be  necessary  to  protect  the  interest  of 
the  United  States. 

“Sec.  106.  (a)  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army,  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  shall  make  an 
appraisal  investigation  and  study,  including 
a  review  of  any  previous  relevant  studies  and 
reports,  of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific 
coasts  of  the  United  States,  the  coasts  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the 
shorelines  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including 
estuaries  and  bays  thereof,  for  the  purpose 
of  (1)  determining  areas  along  such  coasts 
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and  shorelines  where  significant  erosion  oc¬ 
curs;  (2)  identifying  those  areas  where  ero¬ 
sion  presents  a  serious  problem  because  the 
rate  of  erosion,  considered  in  conjunction 
with  economic,  industrial,  recreational,  agri¬ 
cultural,  navigational,  demographic,  ecologi¬ 
cal,  and  other  relevant  factors,  indicates  that 
action  to  halt  such  erosion  may  be  justified; 
(3)  describing  generally  the  most  suitable 
type  of  remedial  action  for  those  areas  that 
have  a  serious  erosion  problem;  (4)  providing 
preliminary  cost  estimates  for  such  remedial 
action;  (5)  recommending  priorities  among 
the  serious  problem  areas  for  action  to  stop 
erosion;  (6)  providing  State  and  local  au¬ 
thorities  with  information  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  assist  the  creation  and  implementa¬ 
tion  of  State  and  local  coast  and  shoreline 
erosion  programs;  (7)  developing  recom¬ 
mended  guidelines  for  land  use  regulation 
in  coastal  areas  taking  into  consideration  all 
relevant  factors;  and  (8)  identifying  coastal 
areas  where  title  uncertainty  exists.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  shall  submit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  as  soon  as  practicable,  but  not  later 
than  three  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such  appraisal  in¬ 
vestigation  and  study,  together  with  his  rec¬ 
ommendations.  The  views  of  concerned  local, 
State,  and  Federal  authorities  and  interests 
will  be  taken  into  account  in  making  such 
aprraisal  investigation  and  study. 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000, 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section. 

“Sec.  107.  That  the  projects  for  the  Illinois 
Waterway  and  Grand  Calumet  River,  Illinois 
and  Indiana  (Calumet-Sag  navigation  proj¬ 
ect)  ,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  July  24,  1946,  are  hereby  modified  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordnace  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  45,  Eighty-fifth 
Congress,  insofar  as  such  recommendations 
apply  to  existing  highway  bridges  in  Part  H : 
Grand  Calumet  River  and  Indiana  Harbor 
Canal,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $33,265,000. 

“Sec.  108.  (a)  Steel  Bayou,  in  Warren, 
Issaquena,  Sharkey,  and  Washington  Coun¬ 
ties,  Mississippi,  Washington  Bayou,  in  Issa¬ 
quena  and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi, 
and  Lake  Washington,  in  Washington 
County,  Mississippi,  are  hereby  declared  to 
be  nonnavigable  within  the  meaning  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  project  for  navigation  on  Steele 
Bayou,  Washington  Bayou,  and  Lake  Wash¬ 
ing,  authorized  by  the  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Acts  of  July  5,  1884,  August  5,  1886,  and 
June  25,  1910,  is  hereby  deauthorized. 

“Sec.  109.  Section  313  of  the  Act  approved 
October  27,  1965  (79  Stat.  1073),  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  date  “June  30,  1968”  and 
spbstituting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1969”. 

“Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  review  the  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation  for  the  Ouachita 
and  Black  Rivers  navigation  projects,  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1950,  as  amended,  with  particular  reference 
to  Federal  and  non-Pederal  cost  sharing,  and 
he  shall  report  the  findings  of  such  review 
to  Congress  within  one  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  111.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  investigate,  study,  and  construct 
projects  for  the  prevention  or  mitigation  of 
shore  damages  attributable  to  Federal  navi¬ 
gation  works.  The  cost  of  installing,  oper¬ 
ating,  and  maintaining  such  projects  shall 
be  borne  entirely  by  the  United  States.  No 
such  project  shall  be  constructed  without 
specific  authorization  by  Congress  if  the 
estimated  first  cost  exceeds  $1,000,000. 

“Sec.  112.  Section  111  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  1417)  is 

amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 


“‘(g)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
conduct  a  study  of  those  areas  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Washington  Channel  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  suitable  for  public  visitor  park¬ 
ing  facilities.  Such  study  shall,  among 
others,  consider  existing  and  future  visita¬ 
tion,  multiple  and  alternative  areas,  methods 
for  providing  such  facilities,  and  estimated 
costs  and  revenues  to  be  derived  therefrom. 
Not  later  than  one  hundred  and  eighty  days 
after  the  date  funds  are  appropriated  to 
carry  out  such  study,  the  Secretary  shall 
submit  to  the  President  and  Congress  a 
report  thereon  together  with  his  recommen¬ 
dations,  including  necessary  legislation,  if 
any.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  to  carry  out  this  sub¬ 
section.’ 

“Sec.  113.  Those  portions  of  the  East  and 
Hudson  Rivers  in  New  York  County,  State 
of  New  York,  lying  shoreward  of  a  line  with¬ 
in  the  United  States  Pierhead  Line  as  it 
exists  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
and  bounded  on  the  north  by  the  north 
side  of  Spring  Street  extended  westerly  and 
the  south  side  of  Robert  F.  Wagner,  Senior 
Place  extended  eastwardly,  are  hereby  de¬ 
clared  to  be  nonnavigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  This  declaration 
shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the  above- 
described  area  which  are  bulkheaded  and 
filled.  Plans  for  bulkheading  and  filling  shall 
be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on 
the  basis  of  engineering  studies  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  location  and  structural  stability 
of  the  bulkheading  and  filling  in  order  to 
preserve  and  maintain  the  remaining  navi¬ 
gable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall  reim¬ 
burse  the  Federal  Government  for  any  en¬ 
gineering  costs  incurred  under  this  section. 

“Sec.  114.  That  portion  of  the  Northern 
Embarcadero  area,  beginning  at  the  inter¬ 
section  of  the  northwesterly  line  of  Bryant 
Street  with  the  Southwesterly  line  of  Spear 
Street,  which  intersection  lies  on  the  line 
of  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Au¬ 
thority;  following  thence  westerly  and  north¬ 
erly  along  said  line  of  jurisdiction  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  the  State  of  California  Harbor  and 
Navigation  Code  Section  1770,  as  amended 
in  1961,  to  its  intersection  with  the  easterly 
line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  produced  northerly; 
thence  northerly  along  said  easterly  line  of 
Van  Ness  Avenue  produced  to  its  intersec¬ 
tion  with  the  United  States  Government 
pierhead  line;  thence  following  said  pier¬ 
head  line  easterly  and  southerly  to  its  inter¬ 
section  with  the  northwesterly  line  of  Bryant 
Street  produced  northeasterly;  thence  south¬ 
westerly  along  said  northwesterly  line  of  Bry¬ 
ant  Street  produced  to  the  point  of  begin¬ 
ning,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigable 
waters  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  consent  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling  in  of  all 
or  any  part  of  the  described  area.  This  dec¬ 
laration  shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the 
above-described  area  which  are  bulkheaded 
and  filled  or  are  occupied  by  permanent  pile- 
supported  structures.  Plans  for  bulkheading 
and  filling  and  permanent  pile-supported 
structures  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  on  the  basis  of  engineering 
studies  to  determine  the  location  and  struc¬ 
tural  stability  of  the  bulkheading  and  filling 
and  permanent  pile-supported  structures  in 
order  to  preserve  and  maintain  the  remain¬ 
ing  navigable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall 
reimburse  the  Federal  Government  for  any 
engineering  costs  incurred  under  this  section. 

“Sec.  115.  That  portion  of  the  Northwest 
Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River  located  gen¬ 
erally  south  of  Pratt  Street,  east  of  Light 
Street,  north  of  Key  Highway,  in  the  city  of 
Baltimore,  State  of  Maryland,  and  being 
more  particularly  described  as  all  of  that 
portion  of  the  Northwest  Branch  of  the 
Patapsco  River  lying  west  of  a  series  of  lines 


beginning  at  the  point  formed  by  the  inter¬ 
section  of  the  south  side  of  Pratt  Street,  as 
now  laid  out,  and  the  west  side  of  Pier  3 
and  running  thence  binding  on  the  west  side 
of  Pier  3,  south  04  degrees  19  minutes  47 
seconds  east  726.59  feet  to  the  southwest 
oomer  of  Pier  3;  thence  crossing  the  North¬ 
west  Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River,  south 
23  degrees  01  minutes  15  seconds  west  855.36 
feet  to  the  point  formed  by  the  intersection 
of  the  existing  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line 
and  the  east  side  of  Battery  Avenue,  last 
said  point  of  intersection  being  the  end  of 
the  first  line  of  the  fourth  parcel  of  land 
conveyed  by  J.  and  F.  Realty,  Incorporated 
by  Allegheny  Pepsi-Cola  Bottling  Company 
by  deed  dated  December  22,  1965,  and  re¬ 
corded  among  the  Land  Record  of  Balti¬ 
more  City  in  Liber  J.  F.  C.  numbered  2006 
folio  345,  the  location  of  said  pierhead  and 
bulkhead  line  is  based  upon  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Baltimore  District,  Baltimore, 
Maryland,  coordinate  value  for  station 
LIV  of  said  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line, 
the  coordinate  value  as  referred  to 
the  Lambert  grid  plane  coordinate  system 
for  the  State  of  Maryland  of  said  station 
LIV  being  east  2,111,161.40,  north  527,709.27 
and  thence  binding  on  the  east  side  of  Bat¬ 
tery  Avenue,  south  03  degrees  09  minutes 
07  seconds  east  568  feet,  more  or  less,  to 
intersect  the  north  side  of  Key  Highway  as 
now  laid  out  and  located  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  not  a  navigable  stream  of  the  United 
States  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  consent  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling  in  of  all 
or  any  part  of  the  described  area. 

“Sec.  116.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  remove  from 
the  Potomac  Raver  and  to  destroy  the  aban¬ 
doned  ships,  ships’  hulls,  and  pilings,  located 
in  Mallow’s  Bay,  between  Sandy  Point  and 
Liverpool  Point,  Charles  County,  Maryland, 
and  at  Wide  Water,  south  of  Quantico, 
Virginia,  and  any  other  abandoned  ships 
formerly  among- those  in  Mallow’s  Bay  or  at 
Wide  Water  which  have  drifted  from  those 
locations.  Local  interests  shall  contribute  50 
percent  of  the  cost  of  such  work. 

“(b)  There  is  authorized  to  carry  out  this 
section,  not  to  exceed  $175,000. 

“Sec.  117.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
is  hereby  authorized  to  maintain  authorized 
river  and  harbor  projects  in  excess  of  au¬ 
thorized  project  depths  where  such  excess 
depths  have  been  provided  by  the  United 
States  for  defense  purposes  and  whenever 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  that  such 
waterways  also  serve  essential  needs  of  gen¬ 
eral  commerce. 

“Sec.  118.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  creating  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge 
Commission  and  authorizing  said  commis¬ 
sion  and  its  successors  to  acquire  by  purchase 
or  condemnation  and  to  construct,  maintain, 
and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  across  the 
Mississippi  River  at  or  near  Clinton,  Iowa, 
at  or  near  Fulton,  Illinois’,  approved  Decem¬ 
ber  21,  1944,  as  revised,  amended,  and  reen¬ 
acted,  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  ‘(a)’ 
immediately  after  ‘Sec.  5.’  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  of  such  section  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“‘(b)  In  addition  to  the  method  of  pay¬ 
ment  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  commission  and  its  successors  and 
assigns  are  hereby  authorized  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  dismantling  one 
bridge  and  of  constructing  as  a  replacement 
therefor  a  new  bridge  (including  necessary 
approaches  and  approach  highways)  either 
entirely  from  a  construction  fund  created  in 
accordance  with  section  6  of  this  Act  or  from 
both  such  construction  fund  and  from  bonds 
issued  and  sold  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section.  The  cost  of  any  bridge 
constructed  under  this  subsection  (together 
with  approaches  and  approach  highways) 
shall  include  all  costs  and  expenses  included 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


H7738 

In  the  case  of  a  bridge  constructed  under  au¬ 
thority  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  (in¬ 
cluding  its  approaches  and  approach  high¬ 
ways) 

“(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  6  of 
such  Act  of  December  21,  1944,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and 
the  following:  ‘and,  if  the  Commission  deter¬ 
mines  it  advisable  to  do  so,  to  provide  a 
construction  fund  specifically  to  pay  the  cost 
of  dismantling  one  bridge  and  constructing 
a  new  bridge  to  replace  it  as  authorized  by 
subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  this  Act.’ 

“(c)  Section  6  of  such  Act  of  December  21, 
1944,  is  further  amended  by  adding  immedi¬ 
ately  following  the  third  sentence  of  such 
section  the  following  new  sentence:  ‘If  no 
bonds  or  notes  are  outstanding  or  if  a  sink¬ 
ing  fund  specifically  for  payment  of  all  out¬ 
standing  bonds  and  notes  shall  have  been 
provided,  the  remainder  of  such  tolls  may, 
if  the  Commission  determines  it  advisable 
to  do  so,  be  placed  in  a  construction  fund 
for  use  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b) 
of  section  5  of  this  Act.’ 

“(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  8  of  such  Act  of  December  21,  1944, 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after 
‘solely  for  that  purpose,’  the  following:  ‘and 
after  any  bridge  constructed  under  authority 
of  section  5(b)  of  this  Act  shall  have  been 
paid  for,  or  sufficient  funds  are  available  in 
the  construction  fund  authorized  by  section 
6  to  pay  for  such  bridge,’. 

"(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  inapplicable  insofar  as  they 
authorize  the  construction  of  a  bridge  or 
bridges  unless  actual  construction  thereof 
is  commenced  within  five  years  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  section  and  such  con¬ 
struction  is  completed  by  January  1,  1980. 

"Sec.  119.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause 
surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations 
and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of 
section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1950: 

“Back  River,  Maryland,  from  Chesapeake 
Bay  to  the  city  of  Baltimore’s  waste  water 
treatment  plants. 

“Savannah  and  Tennessee  Rivers,  with  a 
view  to  determining  the  advisability  of  pro¬ 
viding  a  waterway  connecting  the  rivers  by 
canals  and  appurtenant  facilities  and  a  wa¬ 
terway  connecting  Charleston  and  Port 
Royal,  South  Carolina,  with  the  lower  Savan¬ 
nah  River. 

“Lake  Superior,  with  a  view  to  determining 
the  advisability  of  a  waterway  connecting  the 
lake  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

“Sec.  120.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  make  studies  of: 

“  ( 1 )  The  nature  and  scope  of  the  damages 
which  result  from  streambank  erosion 
throughout  the  United  States,  with  a  view 
toward  determining  the  need  for,  and  the 
feasibility  of,  a  coordinated  program  of 
streambank  protection  in  the  interests  of 
reducing  damages  from  the  deposition  of 
sediment  in  reservoirs  and  waterways,  the 
destruction  of  channels  and  adjacent  lands, 
and  other  adverse  effects  of  streambank 
erosion. 

“(2)  The  need  for  and  the  feasibility  of  a 
program  for  the  removal  and  disposal  of  drift 
and  other  debris,  including  abandoned  ves¬ 
sels,  from  public  harbors  and  associated 
channels  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  report  to  Con¬ 
gress,  not  later  than  one  year  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such 
studies  together  with  his  recommendations 
in  connection  therewith,  including  an  ap¬ 
propriate  division  of  responsibility  between 
Federal  and  non-Federal  interests. 

“Sec.  121.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  ‘River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1968’. 


“TITLE  II — FLOOD  CONTROL 

"Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved 
June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress) ,  as  amended  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 
(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized 
in  this  title  except  that  for  any  channel  im¬ 
provement  or  channel  rectification  project, 
provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of 
said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law.  The 
authorization  for  any  flood  control  project 
herein  authorized  by  this  Act  requiring  local 
cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in 
writing  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his 
designee  of  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within 
said  time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required 
cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

"Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law 
Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  sec¬ 
ond  session),  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  pro¬ 
cedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 
plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of 
improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental 
thereto  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
full. 

"Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter 
designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set 
forth  therein.  The  necessary  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  and  preliminary  work  may  be  pros¬ 
ecuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this 
title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  The  projects  authorized  in  this  title 
shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  pros¬ 
ecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent 
with  budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and 
other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible 
future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam 
authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by 
the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the 
Federal  Power  Commission. 

"LOWER  CHARLES  RIVER,  MASSACHUSETTS 

"The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Lower 
Charles  River,  Massachusetts,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  370, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$18,620,000. 

“CONNECTICUT  RIVER  BASIN 

"The  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Beaver  Brook,  New  Hampshire, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  68,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,185,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Park 
River,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  43,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $30,300,000. 

"LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Nor¬ 
walk  River,  Connecticut  and  New  York,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
51,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,700,000. 
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"DELAWARE-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

"The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protec¬ 
tion  and  beach  erosion  control  along  the 
Delaware  Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen  to  Fen¬ 
wick  Island,  at  the  Delaware-Maryland  State 
Line  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  90,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  es¬ 
timated  cost  of  $5,584,000. 

"RAPPAHANNOCK  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  the  Salem  Church  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Rappahannock  River,  Virginia, 
is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
37,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $79,500,000. 

"CAPE  FEAR  BIVER  BASIN 

"The  project  for  the  Randleman  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Deep  River,  North  Carolina,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
343,  Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $19,463,000. 

"The  project  for  the  Howards  Mill  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Deep  River,  North  Carolina, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  343,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $12,460,000. 

"SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

"The  project  for  beach  erosion  control  and 
hurricane  flood  protection  _of  Dade  County, 
Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  335,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $11,805,000. 

"HILLSBOROUGH  BAY,  FLORIDA 

"The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  on  Hillsborough  Bay,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
313,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,909,000,  except  that  construction  of  the 
barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay  shall  not  be 
undertaken  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  com¬ 
pletes  further  detailed  studies  covering  re¬ 
lated  water  resource  problems,  including  a 
comprehensive  model  study  of  the  entire 
Tampa  Bay  area,  and  until  sixty  days  after 
the  date  of  submission  of  a  report  on  such 
studies  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 

"CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 

“The  project  for  Central  and  Southern 
Florida,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  June  30,  1948,  is  further  modified  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  101,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $8,072,000,  and  in  accordance 
with  House  Document  Numbered  369,  Nineti¬ 
eth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$58,182,000. 

"PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 

"The  project  for  the  Tallahala  Creek  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Tallahala  Creek,  Mississippi, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
143,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $16,360,000. 

“LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  534) ,  as 
amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  follow¬ 
ing  items: 

“(1)  The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River 
Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  15, 
1936  (Public  Law  74-678) ,  as  modified  by 
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subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1965.  Public  Law  89- 
298  is  hereby  further  modified  to  provide 
that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
for  the  improvements  authorized  in  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1965,  shall  conform  to 
those  requirements  for  local  cooperation  in 
the  Saint  Francis  Raver  Basin  authorized  in 
previous  Acts  of  Congress,  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  11,  Ninetieth 
Congress. 

“(2)  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and 
Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon  Basin  to 
divert  flows  that  would  otherwise  enter  Lake 
Chicot,  Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
168,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $15,240,000,  except  that  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction  of  the  project,  local  interests 
shall  agree  that  no  fees  shall  be  charged 
for  admission  to  Lake  Chicot  and  to  public 
recreation  areas  adjoining  Lake  Chicot  and 
that  user  fees  at  such  lake  and  areas  shall 
be  devoted  to  recreation  purposes. 

“(3)  Improvements  in  the  Belle  Fountain 
ditch  and  tributaries,  Missouri,  and  Drainage 
District  Number  17,  Arkansas,  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  339,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  es¬ 
timated  cost  of  $4,638,000. 

"WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on 
Crooked  Creek  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Harri¬ 
son,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  28,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,840,000. 

“BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

"The  project  for  the  Aquilla  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Aquilla  Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  52, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,612,000. 

"NAVASOTA  river  basin 

"The  project  for  the  Navasota  River,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
341,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $119,707,000. 

“CLEAR  CREEK,  TEXAS 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Clear 
Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  With  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  351,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $12,600,000. 

“PECAN  BAYOU,  TEXAS 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pecan 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  350,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $24,861,000. 

"GULF  OF  MEXICO 

"The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
at  Texas  City  and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  ctf  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  187, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$10,990,000. 

“UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mississippi  River  from  Cassville,  Wisconsin, 
to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  348,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $21,300,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  of  State 
Road  and  Ebner  Coulees,  city  of  La  Crosse 


and  Shelby  Township,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  360, 
Ninetieth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,849,000. 

“RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
South  Branch  of  the  Wild  Rice  River  and 
Felton  Ditch,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  98,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,230,000. 

“OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Ohio  River  in  Southwestern  Jefferson 
County,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  340,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,800,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Utica  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir  and  flood  protection  at  Newark,  Lick¬ 
ing  River  Basin,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  337,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,953,000. 

“WABASH  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  flood  control  and  related 
purposes  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin,  In¬ 
diana,  Illinois,  and  Ohio,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Sentae  Document  Numbered  96,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  and  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir  is  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  plan  for  such  project  set  forth 
in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
said  document.  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $50,000,000,  for 
initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the 
project,  except  that  construction  of  the  Big 
Walnut  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  not  be  ini¬ 
tiated  until  approved  by  the  President. 

“MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  the  Bear  Creek  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  South  Platte  River,  Colorado,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  87,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $32,314,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Big  Sioux  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
Sioux  City,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
94,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,750,000.  With  respect  to  that  portion 
of  the  project  above  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  ap¬ 
proved  in  accordance  with  House  Document 
Numbered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  in 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law 
89-298),  there  shall  be  mutual  agreement 
between  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota 
on  a  flood  control  plan  and  a  plan  for 
mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with 
respect  to  said  portion  within  six  months 
following  completion  of  the  reservoir  study 
for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Bix  Sioux  River 
and  the  Rock  River  now  underway  and  re¬ 
ceipt  of  copies  of  said  report  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South 
Dakota.  If  said  mutual  agreement  is  not 
reached  within  said  time,  approval  of  said 
flood  control  plan  and  plan  for  mitigation 
of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  shall  be  made  by 
a  committee  consisting  of  one  representative 
each  appointed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other 
purposes  in  the  Papillion  Creek  Basin,  Ne¬ 
braska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 


Numbered  349,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $26,800,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Davids  Creek  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Nishnabotna  River,  Iowa,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  142, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,040,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  on  the  Little  Blue  River  in  the 
vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  169, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$38,492,000. 

“The  second  paragraph  under  the  head¬ 
ing  ‘Missouri  River.  Basin’  of  the  Act  en¬ 
titled  ‘An  Act  authorizing  additional  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  prosecution  of  comprehen¬ 
sive  plans  for  certain  river  basins’,  approved 
December  30,  1963  (77  Stat.  840),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  ‘The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  the  Missouri  River 
Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  June  28,  1938,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  is  further  modified  to  include  such 
bank  protection  or  rectification  works  at  or 
below  the  Garrison  Reservoir  as  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  be  found  neces¬ 
sary,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,040,000.’ 

“JORDAN  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Salt  Lake  City  Streams,  Utah,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
53,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $22,664,000. 

“SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Feather  River  at  Chester,  California,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  314, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$940,000. 

“SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  flood  protection,  and  other 
purposes  on  Cucamonga  Creek,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
323,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $26,300,000. 

“SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

“The  project  for  flood  control  on  Alhambra 
Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  336,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000. 

“MAD  RIVER,  CALIFORNIA 

“The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Mad 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  359,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $38,600,000. 

“SWEETWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  flood  control  on  the 
Sweetwater  River,  California,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  148,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,900,000. 

“TANANA  RIVER  BASIN 

“The  project  for  flood  control  in  the  Ta- 
nana  River  Basin  in  the  vicinity  of  Fair¬ 
banks,  Alaska,  is  hereby  modified  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  89,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $111,700,000. 
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**IAO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other 
purposes  on  Iao  Stream,  Hawaii,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  151, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,660,000. 

“Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  provide  such  school  facilities  as 
he  may  deem  necessary  for  the  education  of 
dependents  of  persons  engaged  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Dworshak  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  project,  Idaho,  and  to  pay  for  the  same 
from  any  funds  available  for  such  project. 
When  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  the  Secretary,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  may  enter  into  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements  with  local  and  Federal 
agencies  for  the  operation  of  such  Govern¬ 
ment  facilities,  for  the  expansion  of  local 
facilities  at  Federal  expense,  and  for  con¬ 
tributions  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
cover  the  increased  cost  to  local  agencies  of 
providing  the  educational  services  required 
by  the  Government. 

“Sec.  205.  The  project  for  flood  protection 
at  Ironton,  Ohio,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  is  hereby 
modified  so  as  to  provide  for  the  installation 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  aluminum  closure 
structures  at  gates  numbered  10,  17,  and  18, 
located  at  Second  and  Orchard  Streets,  Sec¬ 
ond  Street  west  of  Storms  Creek,  and  Second 
and  Ellison  Streets,  respectively,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $58,000. 

“Sec.  206.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first 
proviso  in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes’,  approved  July 
3,  1958  (72  Sat.  305),  the  authorization  in 
section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah  shall 
expire  on  April  16,  1972,  unless  local  interests 
shall  before  such  date  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  required  local  cooperation  in  such 
project  will  be  furnished. 

“Sec.  207.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first 
proviso  in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes’,  ap¬ 
proved  July  3,  1958  (72  Sat.  305) ,  the  author¬ 
ization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects 
for  local  protection  on  the  Pecos  River  at 
Carlsbad,  New  Mexico,  shall  expire  on  May  19, 
1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before  such 
date  furnisji  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local 
cooperation  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

“Sec.  208.  The  project  for  flood  protec¬ 
tion  on  the  Gila  River  below  Painted  Rock 
Reservoir,  Arizona,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180,  1190), 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  116,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  local  cooperation  shall  consist  of 
the  requirements  that,  prior  to  construction, 
local  interests  give  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will : 

(1)  make  a  cash  contribution  of  $700,000, 
to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments 
prior  to  the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in 
accordance  with  construction  schedules,  as 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  except 
that  the  reasonable  value,  as  determined  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  any  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  local  interests  shall  be  de¬ 
ducted  from  the  required  cash  contribution; 

(2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  (3)  maintain  and  operate  all  works 


after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army. 

Sec.  209.  (a)  Whenever  any  State,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local 
government,  or  any  nonprofit  incorporated 
body  organized  or  chartered  under  the  law 
of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located,  or  any 
nonprofit  association  or  combination  of  such 
bodies,  agencies  or  instrumentalities,  shall 
undertake  to  secure  any  lands  or  Interests 
therein  as  a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  fam¬ 
ilies;  individuals,  and  business  concerns  dis¬ 
placed  by  a  river  and  harbor  improvement, 
flood  control  or  other  water  resource  project 
duly  authorized  by  Congress,  and  when  it 
has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  the  State  is  unable  to  acquire 
necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands  or  is 
unable  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in 
lands  with  sufficient  promptness,  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  upon  the  request  of  the  Governor  of 
the  State  in  which  such  site  is  located,  and 
after  consultation  with  appropriate  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  interstate,  regional,  and  local 
departments  and  agencies,  is  authorized,  in 
the  name  of  the  United  States  and  prior  to 
the  approval  of  title  by  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral,  to  acquire,  enter  upon,  and  take  posses¬ 
sion  of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  by 
purchase,  donation,  condemnation  or  other¬ 
wise  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  (including  the  Act  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421)).  All  expenses 
of  said  acquisition  and  any  award  that  may 
be  made  under  a  condemnation  proceeding, 
including  costs  of  examination  and  abstract 
of  title,  certificate  of  title,  appraisal,  adver¬ 
tising,  and  any  fees  incident  to  acquisition, 
shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  body,  agency, 
or  instrumentality.  The  State,  agency,  in¬ 
strumentality,  or  nonprofit  body  may  repay 
such  amounts  from  any  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  to  it  for  such  purposes  by  any  Federal 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
(other  than  the  Department  of  the  Army) 
having  authority  to  make  funds  available 
for  such  a  purpose.  Pending  such  payment, 
the  Secretary  may  expend  from  any  funds 
hereafter  appropriated  for  the  project  oc¬ 
casioning  such  acquisition  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section. 
To  secure  payment,  the  Secretary  may  re¬ 
quire  any  such  State  or  agency,  body,  or  in¬ 
strumentality  to  execute  a  proper  bond  in 
such  amount  as  he  may  deem  necessary  be¬ 
fore  acquisition  is  commenced.  Any  sums 
paid  to  the  Secretary  by  any  such  State  or 
agency,  body  or  instrumentality  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Treasury  to  the  credit  of 
the  appropriation  for  such  project. 

“(b)  No  acquisition  shall  be  undertaken 
under  the  authority  of  this  section  unless 
the  Secretary  has  determined,  after  consul¬ 
tation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governmental  agencies  that  ( 1 )  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  site  is  necessary  in  order  to 
alleviate  hardships  to  displaced  persons;  (2) 
the  location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  de¬ 
velopment  in  relation  to  present  or  potential 
sources  of  employment;  and  (3)  a  plan  for 
development  of  the  site  has  been  approved 
by  appropriate  local  governmental  author¬ 
ities  in  the  area  or  community  in  which 
such  site  is  located. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized 
and  directed  by  proper  deed,  executed  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States,  to  convey  any 
lands  or  interests  in  land  acquired  in  any 
State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  to 
the  State,  or  such  public  or  private  non¬ 
profit  body,  agency,  or  institution  in  the 
State  as  the  Governor  may  prescribe,  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed 
upon  by  the  Secretary,  the  Governor,  and 
the  agency  to  which  the  conveyance  is  to  be 
made. 

“Sec.  210.  No  entrance  or  admission  fees 
shall  be  collected  after  March  31,  1970,  by 
any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States 
at  public  recreation  areas  located  at  lakes 
and  reservoirs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
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Corps  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army.  User 
fees  at  these  lakes  and  reservoirs  shall  be 
collected  by  officers  and  employees  of  the 
United  States  only  from  users  of  highly  de¬ 
veloped  facilities  requiring  continuous  pres¬ 
ence  of  personnel  for  maintenance  and  su¬ 
pervision  of  the  facilities,  and  shall  not  be 
collected  for  access  to  or  use  of  water  areas, 
undeveloped  or  lightly  developed  shoreland, 
picnic  grounds,  overlook  sites,  scenic  drives, 
or  boat  launching  ramps  where  no  mechani¬ 
cal  or  hydraulic  equipment  is  provided. 

"Sec.  211.  The  Mason  J.  Niblack  levee  fea¬ 
ture  of  the  project  for  flood  control  in  the 
Wabash  River  Basin,  Illinois  and  Indiana, 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  24,  1946,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  the  installation  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  and  operation  and  maintenance 
by  local  interests,  of  pumping  facilities  to  re¬ 
move  ponded  interior  drainage  from  the  area 
protected  by  the  levee,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $500,000. 

"Sec.  212.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized 
to  amend  Contract  Numbered  DA-45-108- 
CIVENG-66-68,  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Montana  State  Highway  Commis¬ 
sion  for  the  relocation  of  Montana  State 
Highway  37  in  connection  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Libby  Dam  project,  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  design  standards  for  the  re¬ 
location  shall  be  those  adopted  by  the  State 
of  Montana  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Highway  Safety  Act  of  1966  (80  Stat.  731). 

“Sec.  213.  The  project  for  flood  control  and 
improvement  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  River, 
adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat. 
534)  as  amended  and  modified,  is  further 
modified  to  provide  pumping  plants  and 
other  drainage  facilities  in  Cairo,  Illinois, 
and  vicinity,  to  the  extent  found  econom¬ 
ically  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
subject  to  the  conditions  that  local  interests 
(1)  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  construction  of  the  work;  (2) 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from, 
damages  due  to  the  construction  work;  and 

(3)  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after 
completion. 

“Sec.  214.  The  project  for  the  Sanders  Creek 
Red  River  Basin,  Texas,  is  hereby  modified 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  additional 
privately  owned  lands  aggregating  approx¬ 
imately  seven  hundred  and  fifty  acres  lo¬ 
cated  within  the  boundaries  of  former  Camp 
Maxey,  Lamar  County,  Texas,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  consolidating  Federal  ownership  of 
areas  as  may  be  needed  for  wildlife  purposes 
in  connection  with  the  Pat  Mayse  Dam  and 
Reservoir  project,  and  to  facilitate  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife  man¬ 
agement  area.  The  lands  so  acquired  will  be 
made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  or  to  the  State  of  Texas  in  accordance 
with  established  administrative  procedures 
pursuant  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordina¬ 
tion  Act  (16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.).  The  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  such  lands  may  be  deferred  until  such 
time  as  assurances  are  given,  satisfactory  to 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  that  a  wildlife  refuge 
or  wildlife  management  area  will  be  estab¬ 
lished. 

“Sec.  215.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may, 
when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  enter  into  agreements  providing  for 
reimbursement  to  States  or  political  sub¬ 
divisions  thereof  for  work  to  be  performed 
by  such  non-Federal  public  bodies  at  water 
resources  development  projects  authorized 
for  construction  under  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  Such  agreements  may  provide  for 
reimbursement  of  installation  costs  incur¬ 
red  by  such  entities  or  an  equivalent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  contributions  they  would  other¬ 
wise  be  required  to  make,  or  in  appropriate 
cases,  for  a  combination  thereof.  The  amount 
of  Federal  reimbursement,  including  reduc- 
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tions  in  contributions,  for  a  single  project 
shall  not  exceed  $1,000,000. 

'"(b)  Agreements  entered  into  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  (1)  fully  describe  the 
work  to  be  accomplished  by  the  non-Fed- 
eral  public  body,  and  be  accompanied  by  an 
engineering  plan  if  necessary  therefor;  (2) 
specify  the  manner  in  which  such  work  shall 
be  carried  out;  (3)  provide  for  necessary  re¬ 
view  of  design  and  plans,  and  inspection  of 
the  work  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  or  his  des¬ 
ignee;  (4)  state  the  basis  on  which  the 
amount  of  reimbursement  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined;  (5)  state  that  such  reimbursement 
shall  be  dependent  upon  the  appropriation 
of  funds  applicable  thereto  or  funds  avail¬ 
able  therefor,  and  shall  not  take  precedence 
over  other  pending  projects  of  higher  prior¬ 
ity  for  improvements;  and  (6)  specify  that 
reimbursement  or  credit  for  non-Federal 
installation  expenditures  shall  apply  only 
to  work  undertaken  on  Federal  projects  af¬ 
ter  project  authorization  and  execution  of 
the  agreement,  and  does  not  apply  retro¬ 
actively  to  past  non-Federal  work.  Each  such 
agreement  shall  expire  three  years  after  the 
date  on  which  it  is  executed  if  the  work  to 
be  undertaken  by  the  non-Federal  public 
body  has  not  commenced  before  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  that  period.  The  time  allowed  for 
completion  of  the  work  will  be  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and  stated  in  the 
agreement. 

“(c)  No  reimbursement  shall  be  made, 
and  no  expenditure  shall  be  credited,  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section,'  unless  and  until  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  or  his  designee,  has  cer¬ 
tified  that  the  work  for  which  reimburse¬ 
ment  or  credit  is  requested  has  been  per¬ 
formed  in  accordance  with  the  agreement. 

“(d)  Reimbursement  for  work  commenced 
by  non-Federal  public  bodies  no  later  than 
one  year  after  enactment  of  this  section,  to 
carry  out  or  assist  in  carrying  out  projects 
for  beach  erosion  control,  may  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  2 
of  the  Act  of  August  13,  1946,  as  amended 
(33  UJ5.C.  426f) .  Reimbursement  for  such 
work  may,  as  an  alternative,  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  provided  that  agreement  required  here¬ 
in  shall  have  been  executed  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  the  work.  Expenditures  for 
projects  for  beach  erosion  control  com¬ 
menced  by  non-Federal  public  bodies  sub¬ 
sequent  to  one  year  after  enactment  of  this 
section  may  be  reimbursed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  only  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section. 

“(e)  This  section  shall  not  be  construed 
(1)  as  authorizing  the  United  States  to  as¬ 
sume  any  responsibilities  placed  upon  a  non- 
Federal  body  by  the  conditions  of  project 
authorization,  or  (2)  as  committing  the 
United  States  to  reimburse  non-Federal  in¬ 
terests  if  the  Federal  project  is  not  under¬ 
taken  or  is  modified  so  as  to  make  the  work 
performed  by  the  non-Federal  Public  body 
no  longer  applicable. 

“(f)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  author¬ 
ized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed 
$10,000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section.  This  limit¬ 
ation  does  not  include  specific  project  au¬ 
thorizations  providing  for  reimbursement. 

"Sec.  216.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
shall,  without  monetary  consideration,  ex¬ 
tend  until  October  1,  1964,  the  rights  de¬ 
scribed  in  this  section  which  were  reserved 
until  July  1,  1964,  to  any  former  owner  (in¬ 
cluding  his  heirs,  administrators,  executors, 
successors,  and  assigns)  of  the  subsurface 
estate  of  any  real  property  acquired  by  the 
United  States  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Carlyle  Reservoir  project  on 
the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois.  The  reserved 
rights  referred  to  in  this  section  are  more 
particularly  described  as  the  reservation  of 


all  oil,  gas,  and  other  minerals  of  like  fuga¬ 
cious  character,  together  with  rights  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  purpose  of  exploration,  develop¬ 
ment,  production,  and  removal  thereof 
within  the  Boulder  Oil  Field  and  restricted 
to  section  2,  township  2  north,  range  2  west, 
and  sections  34,  35,  and  36  in  township  3 
north,  range  2  west,  Clinton  County,  Illinois. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  such  persons  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  whose  rights  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  extended  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  the  amount  of  money  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  rep¬ 
resent  their  respective  interests  in  royalty 
payments  received  by  the  United  States  for 
the  authorized  three-month  extended  period. 
The  total  payments  so  made  shall  not  exceed 
the  sum  of  $6,401.16. 

“Sec.  217.  (a)  No  provision  of  laws  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  enacted  which  limits  the 
number  of  persons  who  may  be  appointed 
as  full-time  civilian  employees,  or  temporary 
and  part-time  employees,  in  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  shall  apply  to 
employees  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
engaged  in  its  power  program  and  paid  ex¬ 
clusively  from  other  than  appropriated 
funds.  In  applying  any  such  provision  of 
law  to  other  departments  and  agencies  in  the 
executive  branch,  the  number  of  such  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account. 

“(b)  No  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit 
expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  on  June  30,  1969,  under  the 
Budget  of  the  United  States  Government 
shall  apply  to  expenditures  by  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its 
power  operations,  from  the  sale  of  any  power 
program  assets,  or  from  power  revenue  bonds, 
notes,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 

Sec.  218.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  directed 
to  review  the  project  for  the  Devils  Jumps 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Big  South  Fork  of  the 
Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee, 
and  report  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
December  31,  1969,  on  the  feasibility  of  such 
project  for  the  purposes  of  House  Document 
Numbered  175,  Eighty-seventh  Congress.  The 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
review  and  prepare  such  alternative  plans  as 
they  may  determine  feasible  and  appropriate 
for  the  use  of  the  Big  South  Fork  of  the 
Cumberland  River  and  its  tributaries  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  and  Tennessee  and  necessary  con¬ 
tiguous  areas  for  recreational,  conservation, 
or  preservation  uses  of  such  area  and  report  to 
the  Congress  not  later  than  December  31, 
1969.  The  construction  of  such  project  or 
any  alternative  project  shall  not  be  initiated 
until  such  reports  have  been  made  to  and 
approved  by  the  Congress.  Such  funds  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section 
are  hereby  authorized. 

“Sec.  219.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes, 
including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due 
to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the 
direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  drain¬ 
age  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  locali¬ 
ties  specifically  named  in  this  section.  After 
the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any 
survey  authorized  by  this  section  are  submit¬ 
ted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  addi¬ 
tional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless 
authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  ex¬ 
amination  or  survey  to  be  made  and  a  report 
thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  6uch  re¬ 
view  is  required  by  the  national  defense  or 
by  changed  physical  or  economic  conditions. 

“Burnett,  Crystal,  and  Scotts  Bays  and 
vicinity,  Baytown,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of 
flood  control,  drainage,  and  related  water  and 


land  resources,  including  specifically  the 
problems  of  general  subsidence  of  the  area 
and  flood  problems  created  thereby. 

“Linville  Creek,  Caney  Creek  and  Tres 
Palacious,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  related  purposes. 

“Oso  Creek,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control  and  related  purposes. 

“Maddaket,  Smith’s  Point  and  Broad  Creek, 
Massachusetts,  in  the  interest  of  flood  con¬ 
trol,  hurricane  protection,  navigation  and  re¬ 
lated  purposes. 

“Streams  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Spring  Mountain  Youth  Camp,  Spring  Moun¬ 
tain  Range,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control,  bank  erosion  control,  and  allied  pur¬ 
poses. 

"Virgin  River,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
Bunkerville,  Mesquite,  and  Riverside,  Nevada, 
in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  bank  erosion 
control,  and  allied  purposes. 

“Cuyahoga  River  from  Upper  Kent  to 
Portage  Trail  In  Cuyahoga  Falls,  Ohio,  in  the 
interest  of  flood  control,  pollution  abatement, 
low  flow  regulation,  and  other  allied  water 
purposes. 

"Kalihi  Stream,  Honolulu,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

“Sec.  220.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  ‘Flood  Control  Act  of  1968’. 

“TITLE  III— RIVER  BASIN  MONETARY 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

“Sec.  301.  That  (a)  in  addition  to  previous 
authorizations,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  prosecution  of  the 
comprehensive  plan  of  development  of  each 
river  basin  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  referred  to  in  the  first 
column  below,  which  was  basically  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Act  referred  to  by  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  in  the  second  column  below,  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  that  shown  opposite  such  river 
basin  in  the  third  column  below: 


“Basin 

Act  of 
Congress 

Amount 

Alabama-Coosa  River  . 

.  Mar. 

2, 1945 

$29, 000, 000 

Arkansas  River  . . . 

.  June 

28, 1938 

108,  000, 000 

Brazos  River _ 

.  Sept. 

3, 1954 

2, 000,  000 

Central  and  southern  Florida.. 

.  June 

30, 1948 

15,  000,  000 

Columbia  River  ..  . . 

.  June 

28,1938 

193,  000,  000 

Missouri  River . . 

.  June 

28, 1938 

38,  000,  000 

Ohio  River. _ _ _ 

.  June 

22, 1936 

35, 000,  000 

Ouachita  River  . . 

_  May 

17,1950 

10,  000,000 

San  Joaquin  River . 

.  Dec. 

22, 1944 

17,  000,  000 

South  Piatte  River  . 

.  May 

17,1950 

12, 000,  000 

Upper  Mississippi  River 

.  June 

28,1938 

5,  000,  000 

White  River . 

June 

28, 1938 

2, 000,000  ” 

“(b)  The  total  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed 
$466,000,000. 

“Sec.  302.  In  addition  to  the  previous 
authorization,  the  completion  of  the  system 
of  flood  control  reservoirs  on  the  West  Branch 
Susquehanna  River,  Pennsylvania,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is 
hereby  authorized  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,000,000. 

“Sec.  303.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  ‘River  Basin  Monetary  Authorization 
Act  of  1968’.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

John  A.  Beatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Jim  Wright, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Harold  Johnson, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

William  H.  Harsha, 

Don  Clausen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Jennings  Randolph, 

Stephen  M.  Young, 

Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Ernest  Gruening, 

B.  Everett  Jordan, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Hiram  L.  Fong, 

George  L.  Murphy, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  3710)  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors 
for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other 
purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  differences  between  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  text  of  the  Senate  bill  and  the 
substitute  agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted 
below,  except  for  clerical  corrections,  inci¬ 
dental  changes  made  necessary  by  reason  of 
agreements  reached  by  the  conferees,  and 
minor  drafting  and  clarifying  changes. 

NAVIGATION 

Port  Jefferson  Harbor 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  at 
Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  N.Y.,  House  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  277,  90th  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,455,000. 

The  House  amendment  did  not  authorize 
this  project. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  bill. 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway 

The  House  amendment  contained  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St. 
Marks  to  Tampa  Bay,  Fla.,  with  a  limitation 
of  not  to  exceed  $40,000,000. 

The  Senate  bill  did  not  contain  this 
project. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  House  amendment  except  that  a  further 
limitation  has  been  added  that  construction 
of  the  project  is  not  to  be  initiated  until  the 
plan  for  it  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  the  President. 

Red  River  Waterway 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  amendment.  However,  the 
conferees  expect  that  prior  to  expenditure 
of  funds  for  construction  of  the  bank  stabili¬ 
zation  work  extending  from  Index,  Ark.,  to 
Denison  Dam,  Tex.,  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
will  submit  to  Congress  the  report  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Federal  responsibility  for  such 
work,  in  accordance  with  section  120  of  the 
conference  substitute. 

Northern  Embarcadero 

Section  114  of  the  House  amendment  de¬ 
clared  a  portion  of  the  Northern  Embarca¬ 
dero,  San  Francisco,  California,  as  nonnaviga- 
ble.  This  declaration,  however,  would  apply 
only  to  so  much  of  the  area  as  is  bulkheaded 
and  filled. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  comparable 
provision. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  House  amendment  with  the  exception 
that  the  declaraion  of  nonnavigable  is  to  ap¬ 
ply  only  to  that  portion  of  the  area  bulk¬ 
headed  and  filled  or  occupied  by  permanent 
pile-supported  structures. 

Drift  and  debris  removal  and  beach  erosion 

The  Senate  bill  in  section  111  established 
a  general  policy  on  drift  removal  from  fed¬ 
erally  authorized  navigation  projects. 

Section  112  of  the  Senate  bill  authorized 
a  general  survey  of  the  nature  and  scope  of 
problems  resulting  from  stream  bank  ero¬ 
sion  throughout  the  United  States. 

The  House  amendment  contained  no  com¬ 
parable  provisions. 

The  conference  substitute  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  make  studies  of  the 
nature  and  scope  of  damages  resulting  from 
stream  bank  erosion  throughout  the  United 
States  with  a  view  for  determining  the  needs 
for  and  feasibility  of  coordinated  programs 
of  stream  bank  protection  as  well  as  a  study 
of  the  need  for  and  feasibility  of  a  program 
for  the  removal  and  disposal  of  drift  and 
other  debris,  including  abandoned  vessels 


from  public  harbors  and  channels  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the  Army. 
This  report  is  to  be  made  to  Congress  no 
later  than  a  year  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  act  with  recommendations. 

FLOOD  CONTROL 

Navasota  River  Basin 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  for 
the  Navasota  River,  Texas,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $119,707,000  with  a  proviso  however 
that  Navasota  No.  2  Reservoir  not  be  initiated 
until  the  President  has  approved  a  report 
prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  re¬ 
examining  the  basis  on  which  the  project  was 
formulated. 

The  House  amendment  authorized  that 
project  for  flood  protection  with  the  require¬ 
ment,  however,  in  lieu  of  the  Senate  proviso, 
that  Navasota  No.  2  Reservoir  shall  be  con¬ 
structed  first  and  authorized  $55,487,000  for 
construction  of  thSt  reservoir. 

The  conference  substitute  authorizes  the 
project  on  the  Navasota  River  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
No.  341,  90th  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $119,707,000,  thus,  eliminating  the  excep¬ 
tions  and  limitations  placed  on  the  project 
by  both  bodies. 

Wabash  River  Basin 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  on 
the  Wabash  River  Basin  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$115,740,000. 

The  House  amendment  authorized  that 
project  with  the  exception  that  Big  Walnut 
Reservoir  was  specifically  authorized  at  not 
more  than  $37,100,000  for  the  construction 
of  that  reservoir. 

The  conference  substitute  authorized  the 
project  on  the  Wabash  River  Basin  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  No.  96,  90th  Congress  and  also 
authorized  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and  Re¬ 
servoir  as  the  plan  for  such  project  is  set 
forth  in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
contained  in  that  Senate  document. 

The  conference  substitute  further  author¬ 
izes  an  appropriation  of  $50,000,000  for  ini¬ 
tiation  of  partial  accomplishment  of  the 
project  with  the  exception  that  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and  Reservoir 
is  not  to  begin  until  the  President  shall  have 
approved  the  beginning  of  construction. 

Missouri  River  Basin 

Both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  authorized  the  project  for  flood  protec¬ 
tion  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  with  a  require¬ 
ment  that  there  be  mutual  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  States  involved  on  a  flood  control 
plan  and  a  plan  for  mitigation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  losses.  The  Senate  bill  required  this 
agreement  to  be  reached  in  3  months  fol¬ 
lowing  the  completion  of  the  reservoir  study, 
and  the  House  amendment  extended  that 
time  limit  to  one  year  and  three  months.  The 
conference  substitute  requires  agreement  to 
be  reached  in  six  months  following  com¬ 
pletion  of  such  study. 

Land  Acquisition 

Both  the  Senate  bill  and  House  amendment 
authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  ac¬ 
quire  land  on  the  request  of  States  for  re¬ 
settlement  of  families,  individuals,  and  busi¬ 
nesses  displaced  by  water  resources  projects. 
The  State  has  to  repay  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  the  cost  of  such  land  acquisition  and 
resettlement. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
both  the  Senate  bill  and  House  amendment 
with  the  exception  of  a  technical  amendment 
to  assure  that  a  State  may  repay  these  ex¬ 
penses  with  funds  made  available  to  it  by  any 
other  Federal  department,  agency,  or  instru¬ 
mentality  having  authority  to  make  these 
funds  available  for  this  purpose. 


Big  South  Fork,  Cumberland  River 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  for 
the  Devils  Jumps  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Big 
South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$151,000,000. 

The  House  amendment  did  not  contain 
this  project. 

The  conference  substitute  directs  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  to  review  this  project  and  report 
to  Congress  by  December  31,  1969,  on  the 
feasibility  of  the  project  for  the  purposes  of 
House  Document  No.  175,  87th  Congress. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  are  to  review  and  prepare  such  alter¬ 
native  plans  as  they  determine  feasible  and 
appropriate  for  the  use  of  the  Big  South  Fork 
of  the  Cumberland  River  and  its  tributaries, 
Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  and  necessary  con¬ 
tiguous  areas  for  recreational,  conservation, 
or  preservation  uses  of  such  area  and  report 
to  Congress  no  later  than  December  31,  1969. 
The  construction  of  the  project  and  any  al¬ 
ternate  thereto  is  not  to  be  initiated  until 
these  reports  are  made  and  these  projects  are 
approved  by  Congress. 

John  A.  Blatnik, 
Robert  E.  Jones, 

Jim  Wright, 

Ed  Edmondson, 
Harold  Johnson, 
William  C.  Cramer, 
William  H.  Harsha, 
Don  Clausen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  15387,  DISCIPLINARY  ACTION 
AGAINST  EMPLOYEES  IN  THE 
POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  15387)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  to 
provide  for  disciplinary  action  against 
employees  in  the  postal  field  service  who 
assault  other  employees  in  such  service 
in  the  performance  of  official  duties,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  request  a  conference 
with  the  Senate  thereon. 

\  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

M^  DERWINSKI .  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  would  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  tHe  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  explain  to  us  the  reason 
why  this  request  seems  to  be  necessary  ? 

Mr.  DULSici.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yieU'L’ 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  \ 

Mr.  DULSKI.  mK  Speaker,  the  first 
Senate  amendment  \s  directed  to  the 
first  section  of  H.R.  15387  as  passed  by 
the  House.  \ 

That  House  provision  gives  the  Post¬ 
master  General  specific  statutory  au¬ 
thority  to  discipline  any  postal  employee 
who  “assaults,  resists,  opposes\impedes, 
intimidates,  or  interferes  with”  aHy  other 
employee  in  the  performance  of\fficial 
duties.  \ 

The  Senate  amendment  gives  specific 
statutory  authority  to  discipline  any  env 
ployee  who  “assaults”  another  employe^ 
engaged  in  official  duties. 

This  Section  of  the  bill,  as  amended 
by  the  Senate,  leaves  undisturbed  the 
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1/126, 

(pp. 


FARM  PROGRAM .  Passed  with  amendment  S.  3590  (with  language  of  H.  R. 
a  simriar  bill,  passed  earlier  with  amendments  by  a  vote  of  213- 17< 

H7932-3>0,to  extend  the  farm  program  for  1  year  (pp.  H7896-933) . 

Agreed  to\a  Meeds  amendment  to  permit  computation  of  bases  for  rjailk  marketing 
orders  on  a  more  flexible  pattern,  pp.  H7924-27 
Rejected  theVfol lowing  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Smbth,  Iowa,  to  provide  a  4-year  extension  of  farm  program, 

pp.  H7904\931 

Several  amendments  to  place  limitations  on  subsidy  payments  (pp.  H7907-22, 
H7922-4,  H79vR7-8  / 

By  Rep.  Latta  to 'provide  that  the  level  of  price  support  made  available  to 
wheat  and  feed  grain  cooperators  shall  not  be/less  than  100  per  cent  of 
the  parity  price 'thereof .  pp.  H7928-9 
Pursuant  to  a  motion  Rep.  Conte  adopted  by/a  vote  of  230-160  the  bill 
was  recommitted  and  reported  back  with  an  amendment  providing  that  "beginning^ 
with  the  1970  crop  years,  pV/ments  aggregating  more  than  $20,000  under  all 
programs  which  are  provided  ror  or  extended  /under  the  provisions  of  titles  11 
through  V  of  this  Act  may  not \e  made  to  any  producer.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  section,  payments  include  wool  incentive  payments,  wheat  marketing  cer¬ 
tificates,  price  support  and  diversion  /Payments,  and  the  dollar  value  (as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agrrcul/uure)  of  any  payments- in-kind  made  to 
a  producer,  but  do  not  include  the  a&iunt  of  any  price  support  loan  made  to 
a  producer,"  and  providing  that  "Se'ctron  402  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 
by  repealing,  effective  with  the  X.970  c\op  of  upland  cotton,  section  103(d) 
(12)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of/1949,  as '^mended"  (pp.  H7931-32). 


2.  EDUCATION.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments, to  H.  R.  16729,  the  higher  edu¬ 
cation  bill  (pp.  H7890- 3) .  / This  bill  will  noV  be  sent  to  the  President. 


INFORMATION, 


Passed  without  amendment  S.  2060. 


amend  the  Federal  Property 


and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  to  extend 'for  5  years  the  authoriza-  Jfe 
tion  for  al  locations /and  grants  for  the  col  lection  and  publication  of  document 
tary  sources  significant  to  the  history  of  the  U.  S.  \p.  H7894) .  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  \/o  the  President. 


4.  VETERANS  BENEFI' 


Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment,  with  a\  amendment,  to 


H.  R.  1093,  t/6  amend  and  clarify  the  reemployment  provisioi 
Military  Training  and  Service  Act.  p.  H7895 


of  the  Universal 


5.  HEALTH.  l/isagreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  15758,  to  amtend  the  Public 
Health /Service  Act  to  extend  and  improve  the  provisions  relatingNto  regional  . 
medical  programs,  to  extend  the  authorization  of  grants  for  healtn\of  migra¬ 
tory/agricultural  workers,  and  to  provide  for  specialized  faci li ties^ f or 
alg^oholics  and  narcotic  addicts.  Conferees  were  appointed,  p.  H794C 


6.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3710. 
and  harbors  and  flood  control  bill.  pp.  H7943-7 


the  omnibus  rivers 
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Mr.  MAILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  join  my  distinguished  colleagues  on 
vour  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
isheries  in  urging  passage  by  the  House 
oNthe  bill,  S.  2269,  with  committee 
amendments. 

Under  date  of  July  9,  the  chief  clerk 
of  the^California  Legislature  submitted 
to  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  California 
Assembly \roint  Resolution  No.  27  rela¬ 
tive  to  the\eizure  of  American  fishing 
boats  off  South  America.  Since  I  believe 
that  this  Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No. 
27  is  pertinent  torthe  current  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  S.  2269, 1  wish  to  note  the 
following  contained\herein : 

Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  Senate  of 
the  State  of  California\jointly,  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  \>f  California  re¬ 
spectfully  memorializes  the  ^Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  enact  “legislation”  ■  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  unlawful  seizure  of  united  States 
vessels  by  foreign  countries;  and  fie  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  President  of  the  United 
States  take  whatever  action  he  may  deem 
proper  to  ensure  that  further  seizures  of 
this  nature  will  not  occur;  *  *  *. 

The  bill,  S.  2269,  represents  the  “l£ 
islation”  relative  to  the  unlawful  seizur 
of  U.S.  vessels  by  foreign  countries  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  California  Assembly  Joint 
Resolution  No.  27,  and  I  do  hereby  urge 
my  colleagues  in  the  House  to  act  fav¬ 
orably  upon  S. 2269. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
oij.e  who  comes  from  the  Island  State 
and  who  appreciates  fully  the  role  of  the 
American  fisherman  in  our  national 
life,  I  rise  in  support  of  S.  2269,  a  bill  to 
restore  the  rights  of  the  American 
fisherman  to  operate  in  international 
waters. 

It  is  nothing  short  of  appalling  to  re¬ 
view  the  record  of  harassment  that  our 
fishermen  have  been  subjected  to  by  our 
supposed  good  neighbors  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica.  This  harassment,  more  often  than 
not,  has  taken  the  form  of  actual  seizure 
and  detention  of  American  fishing  ves¬ 
sels  while  conducting  fishing  operations 
on  the  high  seas.  It  is  reported  that  in 
1967  alone,  27  tuna  and  shrimp  vessels 
were  illegally  seized  on  the  high  seas.  If 
we  were  to  expand  the  scope  of  our 
view,  we  would  find  that  121  Ameriq 
vessels  have  been  illegally  seized 
temational  waters  by  Latin  American 
countries  during  the  past  8  yea: 

These  seizures  have  been  effected  by 
the  countries  involved  under/ an  arbi¬ 
trary  claim,  in  complete  disregard  of 
the  principle  of  the  freedooi  of  the  high 
seas,  that  their  fishing  zone  extends  out 
to  a  distance  as  much  as  200  miles  from 
their  shores.  Heaping/ insult  upon  in¬ 
jury,  these  seizing  oountries  invariably 
exact  fines  from Jme  seized  American 
fishing  vessels  before  they  are  released. 
Frequently,  the  /ear  and  catch  on  board 
these  vessels  /re  confiscated,  resulting 
in  the  loss  o/property  as  well  as  poten¬ 
tial  incomi 

Mr.  SpffZker,  American  fishermen  are 
entitled/to  the  protection  that  S.  2269 
would/provide.  The  legislation  we  are 
considering  would  broaden  the  scope  of 
'act  of  August  27,  1954,  which  pres¬ 
ently  provides  for  reimbursement  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  any  fine 
paid  by  a  U.S.  vessel  to  the  seizing  coun¬ 
try.  S.  2269,  as  reported  by  our  Commit¬ 


tee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 
under  the  leadership  of  its  distinguished 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Garmatz],  would  authorize  reim¬ 
bursement  of  the  license  fee,  registration 
fee,  or  any  other  direct  charge  con¬ 
nected  with  securing  the  prompt  release 
of  the  vessel  and  crew;  authorize  a 
4-year  voluntary  insurance  program 
whereby  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
would  guarantee  reimbursement  to  the 
vessel  owner  for  all  costs  incurred  as  a 
direct  result  of  such  seizure,  except  with 
respect  to  loss  of  potential  income  while 
the  vessel  is  detained,  which  would  be 
limited  to  a  reimbursement  of  not  more 
than  50  percent;  provide  for  the  joint 
financing  of  such  insurance  program  by 
American-flag  fishing  vessels  and  the 
Government ;  and  direct  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  withhold,  pending  payment,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  unpaid  claim  from 
any  funds  programed  to  the  seizing 
country  under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  enactment  of  S.  226 
would  show  the  world,  and  especially  oi 
erring  Latin  American  neighbors, 
we  intend  to  protect  the  rights  oV  our 
country’s  fishermen.  I  therefore  mge  a 
unanimous  vote  in  favor  of  the/bill. 

le  bill  was  ordered  to  be  rej/a  a  third 
time\  was  read  the  third  /time ,  and 
passed-,  and  a  motion  to  rqronsider  was 
laid  onNthe  table. 

A  similar  House  bill  CH.R.  4451)  and 
House  Resolution  1242Xvere  laid  on  the 
table. 


GET 


cAL  LEAVE 


Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.NSpeaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that/ all  Members  may 
have  permission  to  extend  their  remarks 
prior  to  passage  of  S.  2269. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reXest  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S.  3710, 

RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  FLOOD 

CONTROL  ACT  OF  1968 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
3710)  authorizing  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navi¬ 
gation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  29, 
1968.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON  (during  the  read¬ 
ing)  .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  further  reading  of  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 


There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
bill  which  is  now  before  us  is  the  result 
of  a  conference  which  I  believe  repre¬ 
sented  a  substantial  victory  for  the  House 
on  most  of  the  points  which  were  in 
contention  with  the  other  body. 

The  overall  figure  for  the  bill  as  it  was 
passed  by  the  other  body  was  at  the  level 
of  $2,139,334,000.  When  the  House 
originally  handled  the  bill,  it  passed  at  a 
level. of  $1,590,319,000. 

The  conference  brought  out  a  bill 
which  resulted  in  a  final  figure  of 
$1,669,894,000,  which  is  very  close  to  the 
figure  which  the  House  provided. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  which  is  before  the  House 
at  the  present  time  is  on  a  bill  which 
the  Subcommittees  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  and  Flood  Control  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  have  worked  for 
several  months. 

The  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House 
have  met  with  the  conferees  from  the 
other  body  on  two  occasions,  and  I  think 
we  have  brought  out  one  of  the  finest 
Omnibus  River  and  Harbor  and  Flood 
Control  Acts  that  we  have  ever  been  able 
to  present. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  the  conferees 
on  the  minority  side,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Cramer],  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Harsha],  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Don  H. 
Clausen]  ,  as  well  as  the  gentlemen  of  our 
side  of  the  aisle,  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik],  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mi'.  Johnson],  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wright], 
and  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Edmondson]. 

This  is  a  fine  conference  report.  This 
is  good  legislation,  and  I  recommend  its 
adoption  by  the  House. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  which  is  before  the  House 
at  the  present  time  is  on  S.  3710,  the 
Omnibus  River  and  Harbor  and  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1968.  The  bill  as  agreed 
to  by  the  conferees  is  a  sound  measure 
which  would  continue  the  vitally  impor¬ 
tant  water  resources  development  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  Subcommittees  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  and  Flood  Control  held  3  weeks 
of  hearings  on  this  bill.  Complete  testi¬ 
mony  was  received  from  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  on  the  technical  details  of  the 
project,  the  estimated  costs,  and  the  eco¬ 
nomic  justifications.  The  committee  also 
heard  testimony  on  a  number  of  projects 
or  items  which  it  felt  should  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  connection  with  the  bill.  On  these 
projects  which  were  considered  of  a  con¬ 
troversial  nature,  testimony  was  re¬ 
ceived  from  Members  of  Congress,  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  officials,  representatives 
of  local  organizations,  and  from  inter¬ 
ested  citizens. 

The  conferees  from  the  House  and  the 
Senate  met  on  two  occasions  to  work 
out  the  differences  in  the  two  versions 
of  the  bill.  In  most  cases,  the  views  of 
the  House  prevailed.  One  item,  which  we 
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reluctantly  agreed  to  at  the  insistence 
of  the  Senate  conferees,  was  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  a  navigation  project  at  Port  Jef¬ 
ferson  Harbor,  N.Y.,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,455,000.  The  committee  had  pre¬ 
viously  considered  this  project  and  had 
omitted  it  from  the  House  bill,  not  be¬ 
cause  it  failed  of  economic  justifica¬ 
tion — as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio  is  6  to  1 — but  because  it  was 
opposed  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  who  represents  the  district  encom¬ 
passing  the  project  area.  I  wish  to  point 
out  for  the  Record  that  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  were  adamant  on  the  inclusion 
of  this  project. 

Mr.  Speaker,  S.  3710  as  it  originally 
passed  the  House  authorized  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  amount  of  $1,590,319,000. 
The  amount  agreed  upon  by  the  confer¬ 
ees  is  $1,669,894,000  or  an  increase  of 
$79,575,000.  I  want  to  stress,  however, 
that  this  is  still  $500  million  less  than 
the  original  bill  passed  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  conferees,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Johnson],  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wright], 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Edmondson]  ,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer],  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Harsha],  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen],  all  of 
whom  spent  considerable  time  and  effort 
in  working  out  what  I  consider  to  be 
an  excellent  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  S.  3710  and 
urge  that  my  colleagues  approve  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Under  leave  to  extend  my  remarks,  I 
include  for  the  benefit  of  the  Members 
the  monetary  summary  of  the  bill  and 


list  of  projects  by  States: 

TITLE  I 

Amount 

Navigation  projects  (31) _  $324,508,000 

Beach  erosion  project  (1) _  680,000 


Total,  title  I  (32) _  325,  188,  000 


TITLE  II 

Flood  control,  hurricane, 
and  multiple-purpose  proj¬ 
ects  (41). . .  875,706,000 


Total  projects  (titles  I 

and  2)  (73) _  1,  200,  894,  000 


TITLE  III 

Basin  monetary  authoriza¬ 
tions  (13  basins) _  469,000,000 

Grand  total  (73  proj -====== 

ects  and  13  basins)  _  1,  669,  894,  000 

List  of  projects  by  States 
[Estimated  Federal  cost] 

Alabama _  None 


Alaska: 

Navigation: 

Kake  Harbor _  $1,  760,  000 

King  Cove  Harbor _  522,  000 

Sergius  and  Whitestone 

Narrows _  3,  030,  000 


Total,  navigation _  5,  312,  000 

Flood  control:  Tanana  River 

at  Fairbanks _  111,700,000 


Total,  Alaska _ 117,012,000 

Arizona  _  None 


List  of  projects  by  States — Continued 
[Estimated  Federal] 

Arkansas:  Amount 

Navigation:  Red  River  Wa¬ 
terway.  (See  Louisiana.) 

Flood  control: 

Belle  Fountain  D.  &  D.  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  17,  St.  Francis 


River  _  $4,  638,  000 

Crooked  Creek  at  Harri¬ 
son _  2,  840,  000 

Lake  Chicot _  15,  240,  000 

St.  Francis  River  Basin _  0 


Total,  Arkansas _  22,  718,  000 


California: 

Navigation : 

Humboldt  Harbor  and 

Bay _  2,  430,  000 

San  Diego  Harbor _  5,  360,  000 

Ventura  Marina _  1,  540,  000 

Port  Hueneme _  1,  000,  000 


Total,  navigation _  10,  330,  000 


Flood  control: 

Alhambra  Creek _  8,  000,  000 

Cucamonga  Creek _  26,  300,  000 

Feather  River,  vicinity  of 

Chester _  940,  000 

Mad  River _  38,  600,  000 

Sweetwater  River _  4,  900,  000 


Total,  flood  control _  78,  740,  000 


Total,  California _  89,  070,  000 

Colorado:  Flood  control:  Bear 

Creek,  South  Platte  River _  32,  314,  000 

Connecticut : 

Flood  control : 

Norwalk  River _  2,  700,  000 

Park  River _ _  30,300,000 


Total,  Connecticut _  33,  000,  000 

Delaware:  Flood  control:  Dela¬ 
ware  coast _  5,  584,  000 

District  of  Columbia _  None 


Florida : 

Navigation: 

Brevard  County  (beach 

erosion)  _  680, 000 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Water¬ 
way,  St.  Marks  to  Tampa 

Bay _  40,  000,  000 

Miami  Harbor _  6,  476,  000 


Total,  navigation _  47,  156,  000 


Flood  control: 

Dade  County _  11,805,000 

Hillsborough  Bay _  9,  909,  000 

Martin  County _  (8,  072,  000) 

Water  resources,  C.  &  S. 

Florida  _ _ -  (58,  182,  000) 


Total,  flood  control _  21,  714,  000 


Total,  Florida _  68,870,000 

Georgia  _  None 


Hawaii : 

Navigation:  Harbors  of 

refuge  _  1,256,000 

Flood  control:  Iao  Stream _  1,660,000 


Total,  Hawaii _  2,  916,  000 

Idaho _  None 


Illinois: 

Navigation:  Cal-Sag  bridges, 
pt.  II  (See  Indiana.) 

Flood  control: 

Mississippi  River,  Cass- 


ville,  Wis.,  to  mile  300...  21,  300,  000 

Wabash  River.  (See  In¬ 
diana.) 


Total,  Illinois _  21,300,000 


List  of  projects  by  States — Continued 
[Estimated  Federal] 

Indiana:  Amount 

Navigation:  Cal-Sag  bridges, 

pt.  II _ $33,265,000 

Flood  control :  Wabash 

River  _  50,  000,  000 


Total,  Indiana _  83,  265,  000 


Iowa: 

Flood  control: 

Big  Sioux,  vicinity  of  Sioux 

City  _  2,  750,  000 

Mississippi  River,  Cass- 
ville,  Wis.,  to  Mile  300. 

(See  Illinois.) _ _ 

Nishnabotna  River  at  Ex- 

ira _  2,  040, 000 


Total,  Iowa _  4,  790,  000 


Kansas _  None 

Kentucky :  Flood  control : 

Southwest  Jefferson  County.  19,  800,  000 


Total,  Kentucky., _  19,  800,  000 


Louisiana : 

Navigation: 

Atchafalaya  River  &  Bay¬ 
ous  Chene,  Boeuf  and 


Black  _  8,  645,  000 

Mississippi  River — Gulf 

Outlet  and  Michoud  Ca¬ 
nal  _  1,  300,  000 

Mississippi  River,  vicinity 

of  Venice _ ^ _  4,  520,  000 

Red  River  Waterway _  50,  000,  000 


Total,  Louisiana _  64,  465,  000 


Maine _  None 

Maryland _  None 

Massachusetts : 

Navigation: 

Fall  River  Harbor. _  8,  762,  000 

Ipswich  River _  616,  000 


Total,  Navigation _  9,  378,  000 

Flood  control :  Charles 

River  _  18,  620,  000 


Total,  Massachusetts _  27,  998,  000 


Michigan : 

Navigation: 

Detroit  River,  Trenton 

Channel  _  31,  300,  000 

Forestville  Harbor L _  538,  000 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor _  466,  000 


Total,  Michigan _  32,  304,  000 


Minnesota :  Flood  control : 

South  Branch  Wild  Rice 

River  and  Felton  Ditch _  1,  230,  000 


Total,  Minnesota _  1,  230,  000 


Mississippi: 

Navigation:  Yazoo  River _  52, 147,  000 

Flood  control :  Pascagoula 

River-Tallahala  Creek _  16,  360,  000 


Total,  Mississippi _  68,  507,  000 


Missouri :  * 

Flood  control: 

Belle  Fountain  Ditch  and 
Drainage  District  No.  17, 
St.  Francis  River.  (See 


Ai'kansas.)  _ 

Little  Blue  River,  vicinity 

of  Kansas  City... .  38,492,000 


St.  Francis  River  Basin. 

(See  Arkansas.) _ 

Montana  _  None 
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List  of  projects  by  States — Continued 
[Estimated  Federal] 

Nebraska:  Flood  control:  Pa-  Amount 
pillion  Creek  and  tribu¬ 


taries  _ $26,  800,  000 


Nevada _  None 

New  Hampshire :  Flood  con¬ 
trol:  Beaver  13am,  Connecti¬ 
cut  River _  1,  185,  000 


New  Jersey _  None 

New  Mexico _  None 

New  York: 

Navigation: 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Har¬ 
bor  _  1,315,000 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park-  500,  000 

Hempstead  Harbor -  703,  000 

Port  Jefferson _  2,  455,  000 

Wilson  Harbor _  198,  000 


Total,  New  York _  5, 171,  000 


North  Carolina: 

Flood  control: 

Cape  Fear  River: 

Randleman  _  19, 463,  000  , 

Howards  Mill _  12,  460,  000 


Total,  North  Carolina.  31,  923,  000 


North  Dakota:  Flood  control: 

Missouri  River  Bank  Stabi¬ 
lization  _  4,  040,  000 

Ohio: 

Flood  control: 

Ucklng  River _  32,  953,  000 


Wabash  River.  (See  In¬ 
diana.) 

Oklahoma:  Navigation:  Red 
River  Waterway.  (See  Lou¬ 


isiana.) 

Oregon  _  None 

Pennsylvania  _  None 

Rhode  Island: 

Navigation: 

Bristol  Harbor _ _ 873,  000 

Fall  River  Harbor.  (See 
Massach  usetts . ) 

South  Carolina:  Navigation: 

Cooper  River-Charleston 

Harbor  _  35, 381,  000 

South  Dakota:  Flood  control: 

Big  Sioux  River.  (See  Iowa.) 

Tennessee  _  None 


Texas: 

Navigation : 

Mouth  of  the  Colorado 

River  _ _  8,  000,  000 

Red  River  Waterway.  (See 
Louisiana.) 

Corpus  Christ!  Waterway.  19,  042,  000 


Total,  navigation _  27,  042,  000 


Flood  control: 

Aquilla  Creek  watershed-  23,  612,  000 

Clear  Creek _  12,  600,  000 

Navasota  River _  119,707,000 

Pecan  Bayou _  24,  861,  000 

Texas  City  and  vicinity _  10,  990,  000 

Total,  flood  control _  191,770,000 


Total,  Texas _ 218,  812,  000 

Utah:  Flood  control:  Little 

Dell  Reservoir _  22,  664,  000 

Vermont  _  _  None 

Virginia:  Flood  control:  Rap¬ 
pahannock  River  (Salem 

Church  Reservoir) _  79,  500,  000 

Washington:  Navigation:  Sno¬ 
homish  River _  1,  108,  000 

West  Virginia _  None 


List  of  projects  by  States — Continued 
[Estimated  Federal] 

W  isconsin :  Amount 

Flood  control: 

Mississippi  River-Cassville, 

Wis.,  to  mile  300,  Illinois. 

(See  Illinois.) 

State  Road  and  Ebner 

Coulees  _  $6,  849,  000 

Wyoming _  None 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  point  I  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood 
Control,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones!. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  shall  not  report  on  all  of  the  details 
of  the  conference  agreement  since  the 
full  text  of  the  conference  report  and 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  appears  in  House  Re¬ 
port  No.  1819  and  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  July  29  beginning  on  page 
H7735. 

There  were  several  differences  in  the 
Senate  and  House  versions  of  S.  3710  as 
that  bill  passed  the  two  Houses  which 
had  to  be  resolved  in  conference.  In  al¬ 
most  all  cases,  the  Senate  conferees  ac¬ 
cepted  the  House  amendments  to  the 
original  bill.  However,  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  had  to  accept  certain  items  where 
the  Senate  conferees  were  adamant. 

Essentially,  the  Senate  insisted  on 
three  additions  to  the  House  version  of 
S.  3710.  They  were: 

First.  The  addition  of  a  navigation 
project  at  Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  N.Y., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,455,000.  The 
project  has  a  good  benefit-cost  ratio  but 
was  omitted  from  the  House  bill  at  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
who  represents  the  district  which  en¬ 
compasses  the  project  area. 

Second.  The  Senate  insisted  on  the 
authorization  of  the  Navasota  River 
Basin,  Tex.,  project  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  This  would  mean  that  the 
project  for  the  Millican  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  would  be  constructed  first  and  that 
some  time  in  or  around  the  year  2010 
Navasota  No.  2  Dam  and  Reservoir  would 
be  constructed.  This  resulted  in  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  House  bill  of  $64,220,000. 

Third.  The  Senate  insisted  that  the 
initiation  of  construction  of  Big  Walnut 
Reservoir  be  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  President.  The  Senate  further  in¬ 
sisted  on  an  additional  $12  million  au¬ 
thorization  for  appropriation  for  the  en¬ 
tire  Wabash  River  Basin  project,  which 
includes,  in  addition  to  Big  Walnut,  five 
other  segments. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  was  unanimously  agreed 
to  and  signed  by  the  conferees  of  both 
bodies. 

S.  3710,  as  originally  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  authorized  expenditures  in  the 
amount  of  $2,139,334,000.  The  House 
amendments  lowered  this  total  author¬ 
ization  to  $1,590,319,000.  The  conference 
report  would  raise  this  authorization  to 
$1,669,894,000,  or  an  increase  of  $79,- 
575,000  over  the  House  version.  However, 
this  amount  is  almost  $500,000,000  less 
than  the  original  Senate  version. 

The  bill  authorizes  a  total  of  32  naviga¬ 
tion  and  beach-erosion  projects  and  41 


flood  control  projects.  Also,  additional 
monetary  authorization  is  provided  for 
the  continual  preservation  of  13  river 
basin  plans  for  flood  control  and  related 
purposes. 

S.  3710  is  a  comprehensive  measure  to 
authorize  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
carry  forward  vital  programs  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  improvement  of  water¬ 
ways  and  harbors  as  an  essential  ele¬ 
ment  of  the  Nation’s  transportation  sys¬ 
tem,  for  the  protection  of  lives  and  prop¬ 
erty  of  our  citizens  against  the  ravages 
of  floodwaters,  for  the  protection  of  our 
valuable  coastal  resources  from  erosion, 
for  the  generation  of  low-cost  hy¬ 
droelectric  power,  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  water  supplies  of  suitable 
quantity  and  quality  to  serve  our 
Nation’s  cities  and  industries,  for  the 
conservation  and  enhancement  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources,  for  providing  in¬ 
creased  opportunities  for  our  citizenry 
to  enjoy  healthful  outdoor  recreation  op¬ 
portunities,  and,  in  general,  for  inducing 
economic  development  as  a  means  of  en¬ 
hancing  the  general  welfare. 

This  legislation  would  continue  and 
strengthen  the  civil  works  program  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers ;  a  program  which 
had  its  beginning  in  1824  when  Con¬ 
gress  first  assigned  responsibility  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  development 
of  our  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation. 
In  1936,  the  program  was  broadened  to 
encompass  a  nationwide  flood  control 
program.  From  time  to  time,  the  vari¬ 
ous  navigation  and  flood  control  acts 
have  been  amended  to  broaden  their 
scope  and  provide  needed  related  work 
and  improvements.  Today,  therefore, 
the  civil  works  program  includes  vir¬ 
tually  all  aspects  of  water  and  related 
land  resources  development.  The  need 
for  comprehensive  development  of  the 
Nation’s  river  basins  has  long  been  es¬ 
tablished,  dating  back  to  the  conserva¬ 
tion  crusade  led  by  President  Theodore 
Roosevelt,  and  has  had  the  support  of 
many  commissions  and  other  similar 
bodies  in  the  ensuing  years. 

Planning  efforts  for  water  resources 
development  must  consider  not  only  the 
mushrooming  needs  of  an  expanding 
population  and  economy  for  water  re¬ 
sources  development,  but  also  the  more 
intangible  needs  of  preserving  and  en¬ 
hancing  the  environment  in  which  we 
live.  The  program  we  have  before  us 
today  is  an  important  step  forward  in 
that  endeavor.  I  am  convinced  that  the 
projects  and  studies  which  would  be  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  proposed  legislation  are 
essential  to  the  continuing  economic  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  United  States. 

The  projects  that  would  be  authorized 
by  this  legislation  produce  many  impor¬ 
tant  values  in  addition  to  the  large  mone¬ 
tary  benefits  that  have  been  evaluated  to 
justify  Federal  expenditures.  The  oppor¬ 
tunities  that  the  program  provides  for 
industrial  development  along  navigable 
waterways,  changes  in  land  uses,  relief 
of  unemployment,  saving  of  lives,  im¬ 
provement  in  health  conditions,  and  the 
economic  and  social  security  of  urban 
communities  and  farm  areas,  further 
enhance  its  value  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple.  I  am  convinced  that  continued  and 
accelerated  progress  is  necessary  in  the 
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interest  of  the  national  economy  and  of 
the  welfare  and  well-being  of  its  people. 

One  section  of  the  bill  which  I  would 
like  to  discuss  in  some  detail  at  this  point 
is  section  210,  which  would  prohibit  the 
collection  of  entrance  or  admission  fees 
at  recreation  areas  of  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  after  March  31,  1970.  This  provi¬ 
sion  is  consistent  with  Public  Law  90- 
401,  which  amended  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965  by.  re¬ 
pealing  the  provisions  thereof  which  re¬ 
quire  payment  for  the  use  of  Federal 
recreation  areas.  Although  section  210 
would  prohibit  the  charging  of  entrance 
or  admission  fees,  it  would  permit  the 
collection  of  user  charges  for  those 
facilities  requiring  the  presence  of  addi¬ 
tional  personnel  and  for  special  services. 

Government  personnel  administering 
fee  programs'  at  these  reservoirs  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  take  note  of  the  provisions  of 
section  210  regarding  user  fees  in  general 
at  these  lakes  and  reservoirs,  and  should 
move  without  delay  to  eliminate  all  fees 
in  conflict  with  the  provisions  stated 
therein.  No  fees  of  any  kind  should  be 
imposed  for  access  to,  or  use  of,  water 
areas.  Fees  should  not  be  imposed  for 
access  to,  or  use  of,  undeveloped  or  light¬ 
ly  developed  shore  land,  picnic  grounds, 
overlook  sites,  scenic  drives,  or  boat- 
launching  ramps  where  no  mechanical 
or  hydraulic  equipment  is  provided. 

Fees  should  be  collected,  when  practi¬ 
cable,  only  at  highly  developed  facilities 
on  public  recreation  land  areas  that  re¬ 
quire  continous  presence  of  personnel  for 
maintenance  and  supervision  of  such  fa¬ 
cilities.  Camping  areas  where  attendants 
and  utilities  are  provided  and  public 
beaches  where  lifeguards  and  dressing- 
rooms  are  provided  are  examples  of  such 
highly  developed  facilities.  These  provi¬ 
sions  should  prevail  in  determining 
places  subject  to  fee  charges  at  Army 
Engineer  reservoir  public  recreation 
areas  in  the  future. 

At  the  hearings  held  by  the  Public 
Works  Committee  in  both  the  89th  and 
present  Congresses,  evidence  was  pre¬ 
sented  which  made  it  abundantly  clear 
that  the  policy  of  collecting  entrance 
fees  at  corps  recreation  areas  should  be 
abandoned,  and  the  committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  section  210  in  the  bill  to  clarify 
the  intent  of  Congress  as  to  fee  collection 
at  these  areas. 

Among  the  excellent  reasons  for  asking 
the  Congress  to  enact  section  210  are  the 
following : 

First.  Enactment  will  enable  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  escape  from  a  dilemma 
which  was  forced  upon  it  when  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  re¬ 
quired  it  to  collect  fees,  but  at  the  same 
time  stated  that  there  could  be  no  charge 
for  the  use  of  waters.  This  created  a 
problem  because  the  collection  of  an  en¬ 
trance  fee  from  persons  passing  through 
a  corps  recreation  area  to  reach  the 
water  is  tantamount  to  charging  for  the 
use  of  the  water. 

Second.  Enactment  will  save  the  tax¬ 
payers  money,  for  the  cost  of  collection 
entrance  fees  at  such  Federal  recreation 
areas  is  so  great  that  the  net  revenue  is 
insignificant.  The  Government  can  save 
money  by  using  other  means  of  collecting 
needed  revenues. 


Third.  Enactment  will  increase  the  use 
of  corps  recreation  areas  and  thus  pro¬ 
duce  real  benefits  greatly  in  excess  of  the 
revenues  which  the  Government  now  col¬ 
lects;  for  the  real  benefits  to  the  Nation 
stem  from  the  improvement  in  the  physi¬ 
cal  and  mental  health  of  the  citizens  who 
participate  in  outdoor  recreation.  The 
Nation  •  should  encourage — not  discour¬ 
age — its  people  to  use  such  recreation 
areas. 

Fourth.  In  any  event,  experience  has 
demonstrated  that  the  revenues  produced 
by  collecting  entrance  fees  at  such  rec¬ 
reation  areas  are  insignificant  compared 
to  the  expenditures  required  to  achieve 
the  goals  of  the  Land  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Fund  Act.  It  was  for  this  reason 
that  Congress  found  it  necessary  to  enact 
Public  Law  90-401  only  a  few  days  ago. 

The  enactment  of  section  210  will  also 
preclude  the  collection  of  annual  charges 
for  the  privilege  of  installing  private 
floating  facilities  upon  the  surface  of 
corps  reservoirs.  It  is  not  intended,  how¬ 
ever,  to  prevent  the  one-time  collection 
of  a  fee  to  cover  the  cost  of  issuing  a 
permit  to  a  private  party  wishing  to  in¬ 
stall  a  dock  or  other  floating  facility. 
Such  a  fee,  however,  must  be  based  on 
the  reasonable  charge  for  administrative 
costs  involved  in  permit  issuance  and 
necessary  supervision,  and  not  on  any 
concept  of  land  use  cost. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  clarify  one 
additional  point. 

Section  210  would  not  preclude  States, 
or  other  non-Federal  public  entities,  from 
charging  for  access  to  recreation  areas 
which  they  may  operate  and  maintain 
on  lands  adjacent  to  reservoirs  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

In  conclusion,  I  recommend  the  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  conference  report  and 
urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  HarshaL 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  on  the 
Rivers  and  Harbors  and  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1968,  S.  3710.  It  is  a  particular 
delight  to  have  been  associated  with  the 
preparation  of  this  bill  and  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  itself,  because  in  so  doing  I 
had  the  great  privilege  of  working  with 
some  of  the  most  skilled  statesmen  of 
both  bodies. 

This  was  a  particularly  difficult  bill 
because  of  its  scope  and  complexity. 

We  owe  a  great  debt  to  the  skill,  the 
patience,  and  ability  of  the  chairmen  of 
the  two  subcommittees,  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik],  and  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones]  ; 
also  to  the  gentleman  from  California, 
[Mr.  Clausen],  who  served  so  diligently 
as  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Flood  Control.  In  addition, 
I  should  like  to  invite  the  attention  of 
the  Members  to  the  magnificent  leader¬ 
ship  provided  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  [Mr. 
Cramer],  and  the  chairman  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  [Mr.  Fallon],  and  to  the  able  as¬ 
sistance  of  Mr.  Edmundson.  In  fact,  all 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Pub- 
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lie  Works  are  to  be  complimented  on  the 
diligence  and  dedication  to  service  that 
they  displayed  during  the  preparation  of 
this  bill.  Moreover,  I  feel  it  my  privilege 
to  compliment  the  high-minded  attitude 
and  the  spirit  of  cooperation  with  which 
the  members  of  the  other  body  agreed 
with  this  conference  report. 

In  essence,  there  are  but  a  few  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  bill  as  agreed  to  in 
the  conference  and  the  bill  as  passed  by 
the  House.  One  addition  to  the  House 
passed  bill  is  a  navigation  project  at 
Port  Jefferson  Harbor,  N.Y.,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,455,000. 

A  major  recession  by  the  other  body 
concerned  the  project  for  Devil’s  Jumps 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Big  South  Fork  of- 
the  Cumberland  River.  The  Senate  bill 
authorized  the  project  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $151,000,000.  The  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  directs  that  a  study  be  made  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  to  the  feasibil¬ 
ity  of  the  project.  The  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  the  Secretaries  of  Interior 
and  Agriculture  are  to  review  and  pre¬ 
pare  such  alternative  plans  as  they 
determine  feasible.  The  report  of  their 
findings  is  to  be  submitted  to  Congress  | 
not  later  than  December  31,  1969. 

No  construction  of  either  the  pres¬ 
ently  reported  project  or  any  alternate 
thereto  is  to  be  initiated  until  reports 
are  made  and  the  projects  are  approved 
by  Congress. 

The  House-passed  bill  authorized  the 
Wabash  River  Basin  project  but  speci¬ 
fically  authorized  only  $37,100,000  for 
construction  of  the  Big  Walnut  Reser¬ 
voir.  The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  en¬ 
tire  project,  except  the  Big  Walnut  Res¬ 
ervoir,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $115,740,- 
000.  The  conference  substitute  authorized 
the  entire  project,  including  the  Big 
Walnut  Reservoir,  but  it  provides  that 
the  Big  Walnut  Reservoir  will  not  be 
constructed  until  the  President  shall 
have  approved  the  beginning  of  con¬ 
struction.  The  conference  substitute  au¬ 
thorizes  an  appropriation  of  $50,000,000 
for  initiation  of  partial  accomplishment 
of  the  project. 

The  other  major  concession  was  the  | 
change  in  the  Navasota  River  Basin 
project.  This  change  added  some  $64 
million  to  the  total  cost  of  the  project; 
however  $60  million  of  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  will  not  be  utilized  until  the  year 
2000  A.D.  It  was  authorized  in  the  con¬ 
ference  agreement  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  were  some  44  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  House  version  and 
that  passed  by  the  other  body.  The  other 
body  receded  on  some  34  of  these,  the 
House  on  one,  and  eight  or  nine  were 
compromised  with  amendments.  I  feel 
the  House  conferees  can  reliably  sa,y  we 
bring  you  a  conference  report  that  rep¬ 
resents  about  95  percent  of  the  original 
House  version  of  this  legislation. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  has 
pointed  out,  the  conference  substitute 
authorizes  some  $1,669,894,000  in  ex¬ 
penditures;  however,  it  is  $469,440,000 
less  than  the  Senate-passed  bill.  So  we 
bring  to  you  a  bill  with  considerable 
savings  in  it,  none  of  which  will  affect 
this  year’s  budget.  Also,  I  might  add 
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that  not  one  project  was  deleted  from 
the  original  House  version. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  recommend  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  conference  report. 

(Mr.  HARSHA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE^O  EXTEND 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr\Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  allsMembers  de¬ 
siring  to  do  so  may  have  \  legislative 
days  in  which  to  revise  and  extend  their 
remarks  on  the  conference  report  just 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

RESIGNATIONS  FROM  COMMITTEES 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  resignation  from  a  com¬ 
mittee  : 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  31,  1968. 
Hon.  John  W.  McCormack, 

Speaker,  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker  :  Please  accept  my  resig¬ 
nation  from  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  effective  July  31,  1968. 

With  kind  regards,  I  remain 
Sincerely  yours, 

Cecil  R.  King, 
Member  of  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  the 
resignation  will  be  accepted. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  resignation  from  a  com¬ 
mittee  : 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  31,  1968. 
The  Speaker, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker  :  I  hereby  submit /tny 
resignation  as  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  to  take  effect yfmme- 
diately. 

George  M.  Rhodes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  the 
resignation  will  be  acceptep 

There  was  no  objection. . 


adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  11 
o’clock  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERSONAL 


)  UNCEMENT 


Mr.  SCHADEBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  due 
to  an  urgent  matter  arising  in  my  office, 
I  was  delayel  in  getting  to  the  floor  of 
the  House  and/was  unable  to  qualify  on 
the  vote  on  the  rule  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  17126,  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  tlye  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of 
1965. 

Had.!  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
“yea/’on  rollcall  No.  296. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  TOMORROW 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 


ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  ADDITIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  ALBERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this 
time  to  advise  the  House  that  tomorrow 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Hardy]  will  seek  to  bring  up  under  unan¬ 
imous-consent  request  the  bill  (S.  3865) 
to  clarify  the  status  of  National  Guard 
technicians,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
also  to  advise  the  House  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills], 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  may  seek  to  bring  up  under 
unanimous-consent  request  the  bill 
(H.R.  18985)  to  amend  the  Revenue  Ex-, 
jenditure  and  Control  Act  of  1968  tf. 
mvide  approval  of  14,000  additional 
pointments. 

THE  BATE  OF  THE  U.S.S.  “PUfeBLO” 

(Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN  asked  and 
was  given,  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  \  minute  and  po  revise  and 
extend  his  rernarks.) 

Mr.  DON  HNCLAUSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
last  week  I  had  the  exiieptional  privilege 
of  meeting  the  T^if^of  the  captain  of 
the  U.S.S.  Pueblo,  Mrs.  Lloyd  M.  Bucher, 
here  in  Washington  along  with  60  other 
Members  of  theTlouse  and  Senate. 

In  conferring  with  Mrs.  Bucher,  I 
found  her  to/be  a  very  sincere  and  dedi¬ 
cated  lady  .who  is  doing  everything  pos¬ 
sible  to  gitfe  comfort  and  encouragement 
to  the  families  of  other  Pueblo  crew¬ 
members,  and  to  draw  nationals  atten¬ 
tion  Jb o  the  human  aspects  of  this  humil¬ 
iating  affair. 

Certainly,  this  great  and  courageous 
nfe  and  mother  is  doing  her  part  to  bol 
'ster  the  morale  of  all  families  concerned, N 
and  I  commend  her  highly  for  her  spirit 
and  determination  to  keep  faith  with 
her  husband  and  the  members  of  the 
crew  of  the  Pueblo. 

Several  of  the  crewmen  who  were  hi¬ 
jacked  and  are  now  held  captive  in  North 
Korea  are  from  my  congressional  district 
in  California.  When  the  members  of  the 
Pueblo  crew  were  identified,  I  made  con¬ 
tact  with  their  families  and  attempted 
to  advise  them  of  what  was  happening 
after  conferring  with  officials  in  the 
State  Department. 

After  6  months  of  negotiations,  how¬ 
ever,  and  following  the  19th  meeting  be¬ 
tween  United  States  and  North  Korean 
negotiators,  we  are  advised  that  no 
progress  has  been  made  so  far  toward 
gaining  release  of  the  men.  As  inaction 
apparently  contributed  to  the  capture 
of  the  Pueblo,  so,  it  seems,  ineptness  and 
indecision  have  marked  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  efforts  to  negotiate  effectively 
with  North  Korea. 

Today,  82  members  of  the  U.S.  Navy 
languish  in  Communist  captivity  in 
North  Korea  and  one  is  listed  as  dead. 
North  Korea’s  military  attache  in  Mos¬ 


cow  warns  that  unless  Washington  apolo¬ 
gizes  for  their  crimes  and  the  crimes 
of  the  Pueblo  crew  and  promises  never 
to  do  it  again — the  crew  will  never  be 
returned. 

Because  of  administration  miscalcula¬ 
tion,  mishandling,  and  misinformation 
regarding  the  Pueblo,  we  now  learn  that 
even  Cambodia  has  captured  a  U.S.  Navy 
landing  craft  and  its  crew' and  is  consid¬ 
ering  putting  them  on  .trial  or  bartering 
them  for  tractors  and.-machinery. 

There  can  be  little  doubt,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  these  “skyjackings”  and  hijackings 
are  part  of  Moscow’s  continuing  efforts 
to  embarrass  the  United  States. 

In  addition/wc  must  be  alert  to  Mos¬ 
cow’s  past  /  attempts  to  meddle  in 
America’s  domestic  politics,  as  was  dem¬ 
onstrated  in  the  case  of  the  U-2  incident 
and  the/subsequent  release  of  pilot  Gary 
Power/  coincidental  with  our  presidential 
election  here  at  home  in  I960. 

this  another  case  where  Moscow  and 
tic  Communist  puppets  are  meddling  in 
J.S.  politics?  Frankly,  the  American  peo- 
'ple,  like  myself,  are  sick  and  tired  of 
these  “comrades”  getting  away  with 
these  election-year  propaganda  piracy 
practices. 

What  bothers  me  and  most  Americans, 
however,  is  the  way  in  which  this  coun¬ 
try  reacts  to  these  overt  and  flagrant 
acts  of  aggression.  I  believe  the  seizure 
of  the  Pueblo  is  unacceptable  and  in¬ 
tolerable,  and  I  am  determined  to  remain 
a  “bur  in  this  administration’s  saddle 
blanket”  and  not  let  this  matter  rest  un¬ 
less  and  until  it  is  resolved.  While  I  rep¬ 
resent  just  one  voice  in  the  Congress,  and 
realize  that  only  executive  action  can 
prevent  another  Pueblo  incident,  I  ser¬ 
iously  question  if  this  is  the  way  a  coun¬ 
try  keeps  faith  with  those  who  risk  their 
lives  to  serve  in  the  Aimed  Forces. 

The  American  people  and  those  crew¬ 
men  now  being  held  captive  under  the 
threat  of  death  have  waited  for  6  long 
months.  Our  patience  is  growing  thin  and 
America’s  prestige  at  home  and  abroad 
is  at  a  new  low.  In  my  judgment,  it  is 
pure  folly  to  accept  this  prostitution  of 
American  sovereignty  by  a  fifth-rate 
Communist  puppet.  The  contest  for  the 
leadership  of  the  world  community  is  a 
flsst  of  strength  and  history  proves  there 
is  Vo  strength  in  appeasement. 

f\in  the  final  analysis,  this  adminis¬ 
tration  is  waiting  for  a  politically  oppor¬ 
tune  tifne  to  extend  an  abject  apology  to 
North  Korea  to  gain  release  of  the  .82 
crewmen,  then  I  submit  that  the  cry 
“Remember  the  Pueblo”  will  long  be  re¬ 
membered  as  one  of  the  most  shameful 
and  humiliating  episodes  in  American 
history.  \ 

I  hope  and  pray  this  is  not  the  case. 


MESSAGE  FROM  DIRECTOR  OF  THE 
PRESIDENT’S  OFFICE  OF  ISRAEL 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Director 
of  the  President’s  Office  of  the  State  of 
Israel: 

Office  of  the  President  of  Israel, 

Jerusalem,  July  26,  1968. 
Hon.  John  W.  McCormack,  \ 

Speaker,  House  of  Representatives,  \ 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  McCormack:  President 
Shazar  lias  asked  me  to  convey  to  you,  and 
through  you  to  the  members  of  the  House 
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.  of  Representatives  of  the  Ninetieth  Congress, 
'his  very  great  appreciation  of  the  congratula- 
tc>ry  Resolution  adopted  by  the  House  on 
May  2,  1968,  the  twentieth  anniversary  of 
the  establishment  of  the  State  of  Israel. 

For  iiimself  and  for  the  people  of  Israel, 
the  President  wishes  to  reiterate  grateful 
awarenes/of  the  understanding  and  support 
so  consistently  shown  to  Israel  by  the  House 
and  not  least  by  yourself.  He  joins  you,  in¬ 
deed,  in  “the  hope  that  the  nations  of  the 
Near  East  may\oon  meet,  as  neighbors,  in 
negotiations  whidh  will  lead  to  peace,  eco¬ 
nomic  and  cultural  cooperation,  and  which 
will  bring  stability  and  progress  to  the  Near 
East  to  the  benefit  oftfll  the  peoples  of  the 
region”. 

Sincerely, 

GideoiK  Shomron, 
Director  of  the  President’s  Office. 

CONGRESSMAN  WHALEN  ASKS  THE 
PRESIDENT  TO  DIRECT  THE  NLRB 
TO  GIVE  THE  NATIONAL\CASH 
REGISTER  CO.  UNION  REPRE¬ 
SENTATION  CASE  TOP  PRIORITY 

(Mr.  WHALEN  asked  and  was  giv< 
permission  to  address  the  House  for 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  WHALEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
Wednesday,  I  outlined  how  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board  has  shown  in¬ 
credible  ineptness  and  unbelievable 
bungling  in  its  handling  of  a  union  repre¬ 
sentation  case  concering  National  Cash 
Register  Co.  employees  in  my  district. 

I  wish  to  inform  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  I  now  have  taken  a  further 
step.  I  have  asked  the  President  to  direct 
the  NLRB  and  its  trial  examiner  to  give 
this  case  top  priority  over  all  others.  I 
include  below  a  copy  of  that  letter  to 
the  President. 

I  also  insert  in  the  Record  an  editorial 
from  the  Dayton,  Ohio,  Journal  Herald, 
which  appeared  in  the  Monday,  July  29, 
1968,  edition.  The  editorial  is  entitled 
‘‘National  Molasses”  and  provides  an 
astute  analysis  of  this  situation  which 
continues  to  inflict  economic  hardship 
on  14,000  Dayton  area  families  because 
of  the  foot-dragging  of  the  NLRB. 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  25,  1968. 
The  President, 

The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.C.  / 

My  Dear  Mr.  President:  The  enclosed  re¬ 
marks,  which  appeared  in  the  July  24,  1968, 
issue  of  the  Congressional  Record/  deline¬ 
ate  the  incredible  bungling  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board  in  connection  with 
its  conduct  of  the  January  19,  1968,  collective 
bargaining  election  for  National  Cash  Reg¬ 
ister  Company  employees. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Nation4l  Labor  Relations 
Board  comes  within  the/£>rovince  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Branch,  I  urge /you,  Mr.  President,  to 
direct  the  Board  and  its  Trial  Examiner  to 
give  the  NationalyCash  Register  case  top 
priority  over  all  others  now  pending  before 
that  body.  Since  the  facts  indicate  that  the 
Board,  and  not/ the  Company  and  the  three 
competing  unions,  is  responsible  for  the  long 
delays  which  have  occurred  in  the  process¬ 
ing  of  this-election,  the  Board,  in  my  opinion, 
has  beep-  an  obligation  to  the  Dayton  com¬ 
munity 'to  expedite  its  consideration  of  the 
National  Cash  Register  case. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  W.  Walen,  Jr., 

Member  of  Congress. 


National  Molasses 

The  National  Labor  Relations  Board’s 
(NLRB)  involvement  in  the  dispute  over 
which  union  will  represent  the  National 
Cash  Register’s  14,000  production  and  main¬ 
tenance  employes  has  almost  been  more  trou¬ 
ble  than  its  worth.  It  illustrates  the  need 
for  NLRB  reform. 

First  the  board  announced  the  results  of 
an  election  it  held  to  decide  which  of  the 
four  unions  would  represent  the  employes. 
That  was  Jan.  19.  On  Jan.  26,  the  regional 
NLRB  office  said  the  count  was  wrong  and 
changed  it. 

On  March  11,  the  regional  director  re¬ 
ported  to  the  national  office  on  the  election 
and  recommended  a  new  election.  One  month 
later  the  national  board  called  for  a  hearing 
to  decide  if  a  new  election  were  needed.  That 
was  April  10.  One  month  later,  a  two-week 
hearing  was  started. 

A  month  after  the  hearing  ended,  inter¬ 
ested  parties  filed  briefs  with  the  NLRB.  An 
NLRB  examiner  is  now  poring  over  the  briefs 
and  testimony  to  prepare  a  recommendation 
for  the  national  board.  He  hopes  it  will  be 
ready  by  early  August. 

No  one  knows  when  the  board  decision  will 
come  or  how  long  prospective  appeals  will 
take. 

For  bungling  and  delay  this  case  surel; 
iqns  first  prize.  v 

so  serious  a  matter  as  the  election  of  a 
President  of  the  United  States  rulings  or/ the 
validity  of  a  ballot  can  be  made  by  a  county 
elections  board.  Such  boards  also  can  pro¬ 
duce  clerks  capable  of  adding  up  yne  totals 
correctly. 'It  is  absurd — maybe  required  by 
law  but  still  absurd — that  a  decision  on  so 
simple  a  marter  as  the  NCR  vote  should  go 
to  Washington\at  all.  It  is  wbrse  that  deci¬ 
sion  drags  on  amj  on.  Mayjjre  NLRB  needs  a 
general  overhaul. 


ADM.  JACK  DORSEY  CLOSES  DIS- 
TINGUISHED/NAYAL  CAREER 

(Mr.  RIVERS'  asked  ''and  was  given 
permission  to/address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and/to  revise  ana\  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  V  distin¬ 
guished /naval  career  comes  to\a  close 
this  month  with  the  retirement  okRear 
A  dm/jack  Sidney  Dorsey,  the  comman¬ 
dant  of  the  Sixth  Naval  District,  wlio 
has  had  his  headquarters  In  Charleston 
5.C. 

Since  1965,  Admiral  Dorsey  has  worn 
two  hats,  also  serving  as  commander, 
Charleston  Naval  Base. 

Admiral  Dorsey’s  retirement  brings  to 
an  end  an  outstanding  career  that  ac¬ 
tually  began  45  years  ago. 

Jack  Dorsey  joined  the  U.S.  Navy  as 
an  enlisted  man  in  July  1923,  attended 
electricians  school  at  Hampton  Roads, 
Va„  then  served  2  years  at  sea  aboard 
the  destroyer  Reuben  James. 

Students  of  naval  history  will  remem¬ 
ber  that  Reuben  James  was  the  ship 
which  was  sunk  by  German  U-boats  be¬ 
fore  the  start  of  World  War  II  and  is 
the  subject  of  a  well-known  folk  song 
which  begins: 

What  were  their  names?  What  were  their 
names? 

Did  you  have  a  friend  on  the  good  Reuben 
James ? 

The  young  sailor,  Jack  Dorsey,  was 
discharged  in  1926  and  received  a  Pres¬ 
idential  appointment  to  the  U.S.  Naval 
Academy.  He  was  commissioned  an  en¬ 
sign  in  June  of  1930. 


He  served  at  sea  as  an  officer  aboa 
the  battleship  Colorado  and  then 
ceived  flight  training  in  Pensacola,  Fla., 
being  designated  a  naval  aviator  in/1932. 
Prewar  seaduty  assignments  took/nim  to 
the  old  U.S.S.  Langley  and  the  carrier 
Ranger  and  to  the  U.S.S.  McCormack 
where  he  served  as  first  lieutenant  and 
torpedo  officer. 

From  1938  to  1940,  h^  served  as  a 
communication  officer  /or  Cruiser  Di¬ 
vision  6  in  Hawaii,  anc/in  the  early  days 
of  World  War  II  hqd  duty  aboard  the 
U.S.S.  Pruitt  in  t/e  Pacific.  He  was 
aboard  the  ship  at  Pearl  Harbor  in  De¬ 
cember  1941.  During  the  war  he  com¬ 
manded  the  TLS.S.  Chandler  and  Mine 
Division  5  operating  in  the  Aleutians.  As 
the  war  carne  to  a  close,  he  was  serving 
on  the  joint  staff  in  Okinawa. 

It  way  on  the  orders  of  Gen.  Douglas 
MacArthur  that  he  was  awarded  the 
Bronze  Star  Medal  for  meritorious  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  Okinawa  assignment. 

lis  postwar  service  took  him  to  a  vari- 
iy  of  duties,  principally  in  communica¬ 
tions  assignments,  and  his  sea  commands 
included  Destroyer  Division  142,  the 
U.S.S.  Marquette,  and  Destroyer  Squad¬ 
ron  36.  In  1958,  he  became  the  Deputy 
Director  of  the  Joint  Staff,  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff,  for  communications  and  elec¬ 
tronics.  It  was  in  1958  that  he  was  ele¬ 
vated  to  the  rank  of  rear  admiral. 

Admiral  Dorsey  first  got  acquainted 
with  Charleston  in  1960  when  he  took 
command  of  the  Destroyer  Flotilla  6, 
with  additional  duties  as  commander, 
Destroyer  Force  Atlantic.  It  was  love  at 
first  sight  on  both  his, part  and  Charles¬ 
ton’s. 

In  1962,  he  was  made  commander. 
Naval  Base,  Newport,  R.I.,  and  a 
year  later  became  Deputy  Director  for 
Communications,  Satellite  Project  Of¬ 
fice,  Defense  Communications  Agency. 
He  later  served  as  Chief  of  Staff  of 
the  Agency  before  returning  to  Charl¬ 
eston  in  1965  as  commandant  of  the  6th 
Naval  District. 

I  am  sure  I  speak  for  all  of  Charleston 
when  I  say  we  wish  Jack  Dorsey  and  his 
lovely  wife,  Marie,  happiness  and  con¬ 
tentment  as  they  enter  retirement  and  a 
rery  well-earned  rest.  We  are  proud  of 
j\ck  Dorsey  in  Charleston,  and  his  coun- 
trj\should  be  proud  of  him  too. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  BILL  TO 

CHAN&E  THE  TITLE  OF  THE  OF¬ 
FICE  OF  “ARCHITECT  OF  THE 

CAPITOLVTO  “SUPERINTENDENT 

OF  THE  CAPITOL  BUILDING  AND 

GROUNDS” 

The  SPEAKEk  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Rostenkowski)  .  Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  KupfermanI,  is  recognized  for 
30  minutes. 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Mr.NSpeaker,  today 
I  have  introduced  a  bill  th  change  the 
title  of  the  “Architect  of  the\Capitol”  to 
“Superintendent  of  the  Capitol  Building 
and  Grounds.”  This  action  shotdd  have 
been  taken  long  ago.  The  title  \Archi- 
tect  of  the  Capitol”  is  misleading^  and 
erroneous. 

The  person  presently  occupying 
office,  Mr.  J.  George  Stewart,  is  not 
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23.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3710,  to  authorize  the 

construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes  (pp.  89999-10002). 
The  conference  substitute  amendment  regarding  authorization  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  in  the  Ho.  River  Basin  with  a  requirement  that  there  be  mutual  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  States  involved  on  a  flood  control  plan  for  mitigation  of 
fish  and  wildlife  losses  requires  this  agreement  to  be  reached  in  6  months 
following  completion  of  the  reservoir  study.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President. 

24.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  17126,  to  amend  th6  Food  and  Agri¬ 

culture  Act  of  1965  (pp.  S9998-99).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  to  strike  all 
after  the  Enacting  clause  of  H.  R.  17126  and  insert  the  Language  of  S.  3590 
in  lieu  thereof  (p.  S9999).  Conferees  were  appointed  (jp.  S9999).  House 
conferees  haveknot  been  appointed. 


25.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3068, 
Act  of  1964  (p.  S9999).  House  conferees  have  not/ 


29. 


amend  the  Food  Stamp 
>een  appointed. 


26.  TRAILS.  Conferees  werk  appointed  on  S.  827,  to/establish  a  nationwide  system 

of  trails  (pp.  S10010-r^).  House  conferees  ^ave  not  been  appointed. 

27.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Moss  cal  fed  for  legislation  "to  open  up  our  national  parks 
more  widely"  to  serve  more  visitors,  pp/  S9928-31 

28.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Young,  Ohidv  stated,  "Increased  trade  from  America  with 
European  Communist  nations  will\ls^ provide  a  powerful  political  tool  to 
woo  them  toward  peace,  complete  ii^ependence  of  Russia,  and  consumer  orien¬ 
tation."  pp.  S9940-1 


WILDLIFE.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  an  article  endorsing  his  bill  to  prevent 
the  importation  of  endangered  species  ofVfish  or  wildlife  into  the  U.  S. 
p.  S9945  '  X 


30.  PLANNING-PROGRAMMING-BUDGETING.  Sen.  Proxmirf.  stated  the  Joint  Economic  Com¬ 

mittee  supported  establishing  a  planning-progrhrnming-budgeting  system  within 
all  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  and  stated  that  the  Budget  Bureau  has 
advised  the  committee  of  its  efforts  to  assist  tn^ agencies  to  adopt  appro¬ 
priate  discounting'  procedures,  p.  S9946 

31.  EDUCATION.  Several  Senators  criticized  withholding  of 'appropriations  to  aid 

the  educatioiy'of  children  attending  local  schools  that  are  federally  affected, 
pp.  S9954,  £9955,  S10017-8 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


32.  RURAL  A&EAS.  Sen.  Randolph  stressed  the  need  to  have  rural  are^e  livable 

and  Attractive  enough  to  reverse  the  current  population  surge  to\congested 
urjaan  centers,  pp.  E7203-5 

CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Bayh  stated  that  it  is  of  prime  importance  that  ydimg 
Americans  become  acquainted  with  the  values  of  conservation  and  inserted  an 


33. 


-  6  - 


article  on  this  subject,  pp.  E7209-10 


3U.  TMATION.  Rep.  Hunt  stated  that  the  "balloon  of  optimism"  for  the  revenue- 

expenditure  package  is  "beginning  to  deflate" ,  and  inserted  an  article/on  the 
plight  of  the  individual  taxpayer,  pp.  E7238-9 


35*  OPINION  ROLL.  Rep.  Helstoski  inserted  the  results  of  a  questionnaire  which 
include sNl terns  of  interest  to  this  Department,  pp.  E7239-U1 


36.  FOOD  ADDITIVES.  Rep.  Hosmer  criticized  HEW  for  failing  to  comply  with  his 

request  for  aNreport  on  his  proposed  bill  to  curb  Food  and  Drug  Administration’s 
power  to  regula\e  food  supplements,  including  vitamins,  pp.  E72U5-6 


37.  FORESTS;  PEST  CONTROL.  Rep.  Johnson,  Calif.,  commended  the  development  of  improved 
techniques  to  "measure  quickly  and  cheaply  the  extent  esf  beetle  infestation 
as  a  necessary  step  leading  to  salvage  of  the  damage$P  timber."  pp.  E72U6-7 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


38.  TAXATION.  S.  3966  by  Sen.  Haih,ke,  to  assist  the/cities  of  the  United  States  to 
meet  their  needs  for  increased,  revenues  by  sharing  with  them  a  portion  of  the 
revenues  derived  from  the  Federal  income  ta 3^5  to  Finance  Committee.  Remarks 
of  author  pp.  S9938-9 

H.  R.  19182  by  Rep.  Horton,  to  >vnend  the  farm  tax  loss  provision  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code;  to  Ways  and  M^anp  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  p 

E7233 


to 


39.  RECLAMATION.  H.  R.  19188  by  Rep.  JqMnson\ Calif . ,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 


of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and\naintain  the  Consumnes  River 
division.  Central  Valley  project/  California^  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee.  Remarks  of  author  p£.  H8O99-10O 

H.  R.  19209  by  Rep.  White, /to  authorize  the  ^cretary  of  the  Interior  to 
engage  in  a  feasibility  investigation  of  the  RedNlluff  rehabilitation  project 
in  Texas;  to  Interior  and  Jnsular  Affairs  Committed 


H.  R.  19192  bv'  Rep.  Brotzman,  to  provide  fc^.  equitable  acquisition 
,  fair  ccmper^eation,  and  effective  relocation\ssistance  in  real  pro- 


Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs;  to  Public 


1±0.  PROPERTY, 
practice 

perty  acquisitions  f 
Works  Committee. 

H.  R.  19193  by  Rep.  Brotzman,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  195U 
and  the  Social  .^ecurity  Act  to  provide  for  more  equitable  tre\tment  of  persons 
affected  by  real  property  acquisitions  in  Federal  or  f  eder  ally \s  sis  ted  pro¬ 
grams;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

H.  R.  19^00  by  Rep.  St.  Onge,  to  authorize  the  payment  to  local 
lieu  of  taxes  and  special  assessments  with  respect  to  ce 
srty;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

and  H.  R.  19205  by  Rep.  Kleppe, 

IS.  H.  R.  19201  by  Rep.  Sandman, /to  establish  a  community  self-dpter- 
r>..  nation  program  to  aid  the  people  of  urban  and  rural  communities  in  secu 
gaihful  employment,  achieving  the  ownership  and  control  of  the  resources  of 
leir  community,  expanding  opportunity,  stability,  and  self-determination,  an' 
laking  their  maximum  contribution  to  the  strength  and  well-being  of  the  Nation; 
to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 


of  sums 
real  pro] 


ovemments 
in  Federal 
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(5)  By  striking  out  "the  calendar  years 

1964  through  1969”  in  section  339(b)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  substituting  “1964  through 

$73  calendar  years”. 

5)  By  striking  out  “the  calendar  years 
196&vthrough  1969”  wherever  they  appear  in 
section  502  of  the  Pood  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1965.  and  substituting  “1966  through 
1973  calendar  years”. 

(7)  Bystriking  out  “1966  through  1969 
crops”  in  section  506  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  df  1965,  and.  substituting  "1956 
through  1973  crops”. 

PROJECTED  FaBM  YIELD  COMPUTATION 

Sec.  402.  Effectiv^c  beginning  with  the  1969 
crop,  section  301(b) 1513 )  (k)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act \af  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  \mt  “three  calendar 
years”  and  substituting  ‘T^ve  calendar  years”. 

WHEAT  ALLOTMENT  COMPUTATION 

Sec.  403.  Effective  beginning  with  the  1969 
crop,  section  332(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  striking  out  “owned  by  the  SJpmmodity 
Credit  Corporation”  and  substituting  "on 
hand  in  the  United  States”. 

COST  OF  WHEAT  MARKETING  CERTIFICATES 
TO  PROCESSORS 

Sec.  404.  Section  379e  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
amended  by  striking  out  “1969”  and  substi¬ 
tuting  "1973”. 

DATE  FOR  DETERMINING  WHEAT  SUPPORT  PRICE 

Sec.  405.  Effective  beginning  with  the  1969 
crop,  section  107  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  inserting 
in  paragraph  ( 1 )  (a)  after  the  words  “100 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price”  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “as  of  the  beginning  of  the  market¬ 
ing  year  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary  not 
earlier  than  May  1  preceding  the  beginning 
of  such  marketing  year,”. 

TITLE  V— WOOL 
extension  of  wool  act 

Sec.  501.  Section  703  of  the  National  Wool 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  extended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  "December  31,  1969”  and  substitut¬ 
ing  “December  31,  1973”. 

TITLE  VI — CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT 

EXTENSION  OF  CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 

Sec.  601.  Section  602  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  is  amended— 

(1)  By  striking  out  “the' calendar  years 

1965  through  1969”  in  subsection  (a)  and^ 
substituting  "1965  through  1973  calendar  * 
years”. 

(2)  By  striking  out  "during  any  of  thyfis- 
cal  years  ending  June  30,  1966  through/June 
30,  1968  or  during  the  period  June  30,  1968 
through  December  31,  1969”  in  subsection 
(k)  and  substituting  “during  any  Xf  the  fis¬ 
cal  years  ending  prior  to  July  1,  1072,  or  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  July  1,  1972,  thynigh  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1973”. 

ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  602.  Section  602  (n^  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  ouybf  the  last  sentence 
thereof  the  words  “or  Expenses”  and  insert¬ 
ing  "other  than  transportation  expenses  and 
per  diem  as  provided  by  section  5703(c)  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code”. 

TERMINATION  OF  AGREEMENTS 

Sec.  603.  Section  602  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  sfelding  a  new  subsection  (r)  as 
follows:  “(id  The  Secretary  may  terminate 
agreements  which  are  entered  into  with 
producers  after  the  effective  date  of  this  sub- 
sectioryif  he  determine  such  action  to  be  in 
the  national  interest  and  gives  public  notice 
in  ample  time  to  permit  producers  a  reason¬ 
able  opportunity  to  make  arrangements  to 
fturn  their  land  to  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion.” 


TITLE  VII — RICE 

extension  of  contingent  rice  acreage 

DIVERSION  PROGRAM 

Sec.  701.  Section  353(c)  (7)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “1966,  1967,  1968, 
or  1969”  and  substituting  “1966  or  any  suc¬ 
ceeding  year  up  to  and  including  1973”. 

TITLE  VIII — MISCELLANEOUS 

EXTENSION  OF  TOBACCO  ALLOTMENT  LEASE 
AUTHORITY 

Sec.  801.  Section  316(a)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  of  the  first  sentence 
thereof  “1962  through  1969”,  and  inserting 
“1962  through  1973”. 

RESTRICTION  ON  REDUCTION  OF  STATE  AND 
COUNTY  PROJECTED  YIELDS 

Sec.  802.  Section  708  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  “The  projected 
yield  for  any  State  or  county  for  the  1Q69  and 
succeeding  crops  of  any  commodity  shall  not 
be  less  than  95  per  centum  of  the  yield  estab¬ 
lished  for  such  State  or  county  for  the  pre¬ 
ceding  crop.” 

EXTENSION  OF  BOILED  PEANUT  EXEMPTION 

Sec.  803.  The  last  paragraph  of  the 
entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the  peanut  mar¬ 
keting  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for 
vother  purposes,”  approved  August  23,  1957 
(7  U.S.C.  1359  note),  is  amended  ti6  read  as 
follows:  “This  amendment  shall  Irfe  effective 
fomthe  1951?  through  1973  crops/6f  peanuts.” 
MARKETING  ORDERS  FOR  APPLE/  PRODUCED  IN 
CO^PRADO,  UTAH,  AND  NEW  MEXICO 

Sec.  804.  Clause  (A)  of yche  first  sentence 
of  sectionN?c  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  as  reenactedyand  amended  by  the 
Agricultural  NMarketitfg  Agreement  Act  of 
1937  and  subsequent/legislation,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  xfand  Connecticut”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “Connecticut,  Colo¬ 
rado,  Utah,  NewcMexico,  Illinois,  and  Ohio”. 

ADVERTISINGS  PROGRAMS  FOR  APPLES 

Sec.  805.  /a)  Section.  2(3)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Ac\  as  reenacted  and 
amended/  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreenymt  Act  of  1937  and  subsequent  legis- 
lation/is  amended  by  inserting  ",  such  mar¬ 
keting  research  and  development  projects 
provided  in  section  8c(6)(I),  and”  immedi- 
ely  after  “section  8c  (6)  (H)  ”. 

(b)  The  proviso  at  the  end  of  section  8c 
(6)  (I)  of  such  Act,  as  amended,  is  alnended 
by  striking  out  "or  avocados”  and  insisting 
in  lieu  thereof  “avocados,  or  apples”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendment, 
request  a  conference  with  the  House  of 
Representatives  thereon,  and  that  the 
Chair  be  authorized  to  appoint  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Ellen- 
der,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Talmadge,  Mr. 
Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Aiken, 
Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  and  Mr. 
Boggs  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 


AMENDMENT  OF  FOOD  STA1 
ACT  OF  1964 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senatfe  a  mes¬ 
sage  from  the  House  of  Repr/sentaitves 
on  S. 3068. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
3068)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of 
1964,  as  amended  which  was,  strike  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause,  and  insert: 

That  subsectlory'fa)  of  section  16  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Actyuf  1964  is  amended  (A)  by 
deleting  from  the  first  sentence  the  phrase 
“not  in  exces / of  $225,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending/June  30,  1969;”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
endingAune  30,  1969,  1970,  1971,  and  1972;” 
and  (Efj  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  subsec- 
tiorythe  following  sentence:  "On  or  before 
January  20  of  each  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
submit  to  Congress  a  report  setting  forth 
operations  under  this  Act  during  the  preced¬ 
ing  calendar  year  and  projecting  needs  for 
the  ensuing  calendar  year.”  and  section  5(b) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following:  “Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  any  person  who  is  en¬ 
gaged  in  a  strike,  labor  dispute,  or  voluntary 
work  stoppage  shall  be  ineligible  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  any  food  stamp  program  established 
pursuant  to  this  Act:  Provided,  That  if  any 
such  person  was  eligible  for  and  was  receiving 
food  stamp  assistance  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  prior  to  the  existence  of 
a  strike,  labor  dispute,  or  voluntary  work 
stoppage,  such  person  shall  not  be  ineligible 
for  participation  in  the  food  stamp  program 
solely  as  a  result  of  engaging  in  such  strike, 
labor  dispute,  or  voluntary  work  stoppage. 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
any  person  who  is  a  student  attending  an  in¬ 
stitution  of  higher  learning  shall  be  ineligi¬ 
ble  to  participate  in  any  food  stamp  program 
established  pursuant  to  this  Act:  Provided 
further.  That  if  any  such  person  was  eligible 
for  and  was  receiving  food  stamp  assistance 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  prior 
to  being  enrolled  as  a  student  at  an  institu¬ 
tion  of  higher  learning,  such  person  shall  not 
be  ineligible  for  participation  in  the  food 
stamp  program  solely  as  the  result  of  being 
a  student  attending  an  institution  of  higher 
.learning.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendments, 
request  a  conference  with  the  House 
thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  be  author¬ 
ized  to  appoint  conferees  on  the  part  of 
le  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Ellen- 
der,  :Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Talmadge,  Mr. 
Jordans,  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Aiken, 
Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  and  Mr. 
Boggs  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate.  \ 

OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 
BILL — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  3710)  authorizing 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preserva¬ 
tion  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
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sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  29,  1968,  pp.  H7735- 
H7741,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
the  report  comes  before  the  Senate  by 
unanimous  vote  of  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees.  It  authorizes  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors,  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  other  purposes. 

The  House  and  Senate  conferees  met 
on  several  occasions  to  consider,  and- 
they  did  consider  fully,  the  differences 
in  S.  3710,  the  rivers  and  habors-flood 
control  omnibus  bill. 

We  had  long  deliberations.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee  of  the  Senate,  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph], 
guided  the  legislation  very  adroitly 
through  the  conference. 

We  of  the  Senate  conferees  obtained 
practically  everything  we  sought  to  ob¬ 
tain,  with  the  exception  of  a  couple  of 
matters  to  which  I  shall  refer  very  briefly 
in  a  moment. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  agreed  on  a 
substitute  measure.  In  the  judgment  of 
the  Senate  conferees,  it  is  a  fair  and 
equitable  compromise. 

The  bill  as  agreed  upon  authorizes  the 
construction  of  73  meritorious  projects, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1.2  billion.  This 
brings  the  total  cost  of  the  bill,  includ¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  $469  million  author¬ 
ized  for  projects  in  approved  basin  plans 
on  which  there  was  no  disagreement,  to 
$1.2  billion. 

This  amount  is  slightly  more  than  the 
total  approved  by  the  House,  and  some¬ 
what  below  the  amount  passed  in  the 
Senate  when  we  acted  on  the  legislation. 

I  am  informed  that  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  the  conference  report 
was  ratified  within  a  few  minutes  yester¬ 
day,  and  without  any  controversy. 

In  most  instances  we  of  the  Senate 
were  successful  in  upholding  the  position 
of  the  Senate.  However,  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  would  not  recede  in  their  disagree¬ 
ment  to  three  items.  The  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  tried  to  be  most  persuasive  and 
persistent  in  our  argument. 

The  items  in  which  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  would  not  concur  with  our  views 
included  restoration  of  the  full  amount 
for  the  Red  River  Waterway,  transfer  of 
the  Yazoo  River  project  from  title  I  to 
title  II,  and  the  Devil’s  Jump  Dam  and 
Reservoir  in  Kentucky  and  Tennessee. 

My  colleague  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  fought 
valiantly  for  the  Devil’s  Jump  Dam  and 
Reservoir.  He  had  the  backing  of  every 
one  of  the  Senate  conferees,  but  there 
could  be  no  agreement  thereon. 

In  the  case  of  the  Red  River  Waterway, 
the  Senate  committee  will  give  consider¬ 
ation  to  fully  authorizing  this  project 
during  consideration  of  the  next  omnibus 


bill.  That  item  was  worked  out  in  that 
manner. 

Further  consideration  will  also  be 
given  at  that  time  to  the  Mississippi 
River  and  tributary  project. 

With  respect  to  the  Devil’s  Jump  Dam, 
for  which  we  pressed  so  hard,  and  for 
which  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  pressed  eloquently  and  persist¬ 
ently,  but  without  success,  he  finally 
brought  in  a  substitute  offer,  and  the 
conferees  did  agree  to  a  restudy  of  the 
project,  to  be  made  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  other  Federal  agencies. 

This  action,  I  feel,  will  be  most  help¬ 
ful  to  Congress  in  its  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  matter,  and,  in  reality,  I  feel 
in  the  end  it  was  a  very  substantial  ac¬ 
complishment  on  the  part  of  our  col¬ 
league,  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  we  have  a  good 
bill  here,  finally,  and  I  recommend  that 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  this 
afternoon,  as  we  consider  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  I  wish  to  express  tribute  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Young]  and  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  the 
respective  leaders  in  their  parties  in  the 
conference,  and  to  all  those  who  joined 
in  discussion  with  the  House  conferees 
of  the  projects  that  are  included  in  the 
omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill. 

Senator  Young  and  Senator  Cooper 
and  those  who  signed  the  report  with 
them — five  Democrats  and  three  Re¬ 
publicans  in  all — were  desirous  of  bring¬ 
ing  back  to  the  Senate  a  measure  which 
retained,  insofar  as  possible,  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  these  projects,  including 
the  river  basins — a  total  of  $1.7  billion, 
approximately,  with  some  107  projects 
included  in  that  figure. 

I  believe  the  Senator  from  Ohio  han¬ 
dled  the  measure  in  conference  in  a  very 
helpful  and  realistic  manner.  He  was 
chosen  as  chairman  of  the  conference. 
The  Senate  and  House  conferees  worked 
with  him  in  bringing  the  conference  re¬ 
port  into  being.  I  know  that  I  benefited 
from  the  give  and  take,  as  always  in  con¬ 
ference  with  House  Members;  but  the 
fair  and  courteous  conduct  of  our  con¬ 
ference  chairman,  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  deserves  our  acco¬ 
lade  at  this  time. 

The  other  body  had  added  a  number 
of  projects  to  the  bill.  All  these  added 
items  were  examined  closely  prior  to  our 
meeting.  Most  of  the  projects  were  mean¬ 
ingful,  meritorious  projects,  and  were 
acceptable  to  the  Senate,  the  Senate 
having  acted  earlier  on  this  legislation. 

There  were  several  projects,  however, 
in  addition  to  those  which  have  been 
mentioned  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio, 
which  required  the  study  and  delibera¬ 
tion  of  the  conferees.  Included  among 
these  were  the  Port  Jefferson  Harbor  in 
New  York,  the  Charleston  Harbor  in 
South  Carolina,  the  Navasota  River  in 
Texas,  and  the  Wabash  River  in  Indiana 
and  Illinois. 

The  Port  Jefferson  Harbor  project  was 
included  in  the  Senate  bill  on  its  merits. 
It  has  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  6  to  1.  Of 
course,  this  is  exceptionally  high — almost 


unbelievably  high.  This  project  had  the 
interest  and  support  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  of  course, 
with  the  support  of  the  State  of  New 
York  through  the  Governor  of  that  State, 
and  was  approved  by  all  of  the  Federal 
agencies,  including  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

However,  the  House  felt  compelled  to 
delete  this  item,  for  reasons  other  than 
the  merits  of  the  project,  which  I  have 
indicated  are  very  real.  We  discussed 
the  project  at  length  with  our  House 
counterparts.  We  indicated  that  we  could 
not  recede,  in  view  of  the  case  that  had 
been  established  for  the  authorization. 

As  to  the  Charleston  Harbor  project, 
in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  we  pro¬ 
vided  only  for  negotiation  between  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  South  Caro¬ 
lina  Power  Authority  to  limit  flow 
through  that  company’s  power  facility  to 
reduce  silting  in  the  harbor.  The  House 
has  authorized,  in  addition  to  the  nego¬ 
tiation  feature,  construction  of  a  canal 
and  a  powerhouse  to  compensate  that 
power  company  for  loss  of  power  in  re¬ 
ducing  flow  on  the  Cooper  River.  This 
action  was  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
The  Senate  conferees,  after  examining 
the  factors  associated  with  this  pro¬ 
posal,  felt  justified  in  receding  from  ob¬ 
jections  to  the  House  modifications.  It 
was  realized  that  the  problem  of  silt  in 
that  harbor  is  most  acute,  and  that  we 
have  a  responsibility  to  deal  with  it  as 
effectively  as  we  can,  and  just  as  quickly 
as  possible. 

As  to  the  Navasota  River  project  in 
Texas,  we  feel  that  an  adequate  settle¬ 
ment  has  been  made  of  that  matter.  The 
Senate  expressed  its  approval  of  the 
project,  providing  construction  of  the 
Millican  Dam,  with  the  proviso  that  the 
Navasota  No.  2  Reservoir  project  would 
be  restudied  prior  to  its  construction. 
The  conferees  reached  agreement  by 
deleting  the  provisions  of  both  of  the 
Houses,  and  leaving  the  order  of  con¬ 
struction  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

The  Wabash  River  project  is  another 
one  where  the  conferees  established  a 
high  degree  of  understanding  of  the 
problem.  Here  we  were  faced  with  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  there  has 
been  a  controversy  as  to  this  project,  as 
we  know,  with  respect  to  the  construction 
of  the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Our  Senate  committee  believed  that  it 
was  best  to  defer  this  project — and  the 
Senate  concurred — until  such  time  as  we 
could  have  a  mutually  acceptable  project 
developed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
However,  the  House  indicated  that  the 
project  was  merited  at  this  site  and  that 
there  was  a  need  for  flood  control  and 
water  supply  in  that  valley.  Accordingly, 
construction  was  authorized,  but  not  to 
be  initiated  until  further  and  approval 
by  the  President. 

I  think  that  the  conferees,  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  and  the 
others  agree  fully  with  my  statement 
that  we  reached  what  we  considered  to 
be  an  equitable  solution  to  a  very  press¬ 
ing  problem. 
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{I  believe  that  at  such  time  as  the  Presi¬ 
dent  Hives  hi*  approval  to  this  project, 
the  details  will  have  been  worked  out  to 
the  satisfaction  of  all  those  who  are  In¬ 
terested  In  the  project. 

I  anal n  wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Young!  and  all  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  conference,  both  Senate  and 
House  conferees,  I  believe  It  Is  In  the 
Interest  of  a  continuation  of  worthwhile 
projects  for  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood 
control  and  the  development  of  basins  In 
this  Nation  that  the  conference  report 
receive  the  support  of  the  Senate  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate-House  conference  report  on 
S.  3710,  known  generally  as  the  Omnibus 
Rivers  and  Ha rbors- Flood  Control  Act, 
or  the  biennial  public  works  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill,  authorizes  a  number  of  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control  and  harbor  projects, 
and  y/ould  also  extend  th<  authorization 
for  the  river  basin  plans.  I  serve  as  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Hub- 
committee  on  Flood  Control-Rivers  and 
Harbors,  which  held  hearings  on  these 
projects,  as  well  as  on  the  full  Senate; 
Committee  on  Public  Works  which 
recommended  S.  3710  to  the  Senate. 

I  wish  at  this  time,  not  only  In  response 
to  the  gracious  remarks  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr, 
Randolph  J,  but  also  because  It  Is  true, 
to  speak  of  his  diligence  and  fairness 
during  consideration  by  the  committee 
of  all  the  matters  which  have  come  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  this  year — subjects 
Important  to  the  national  economy,  to 
the  development  of  local  resources,  and 
'  to  the  people  of  the  country. 

During  this  90th  Congress,  In  the 
session  this  year,  and  In  particularly  in 
the  last  2  weeks,  we  have  dealt  with,  and 
he  has  guided  through  the  Senate,  bills 
Of  great  significance — including  air  pol¬ 
lution  control;  extension  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Redevelopment  Act;  highways, 
including  the  act  of  1968  embodying  the 
new  relocation  assistance;  and  now  this 
bill  authorizing  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  other  river  and  harbor  projects. 

I  will  pay  my  respects  also  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Young],  who, 
as  chairman  of  the  Flood  Control-Rivers 
and  Harbors  Subcommittee,  conducted 
the  hearing?:  and  guided  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  projects  in  this  bill.  I  call 
attention  also  to  the  work  and  contribu¬ 
tion  made  by  my  colleagues,  Senators 
Fong,  Boggs,  Murphy,  Jordan  of  Idaho 
and  Baker,  and  of  all  the  members  of  the 
committee,  as  we  have  worked  together 
on  the  legislation  considered  by  the 
committee,  and  In  some  Instances  very 
largely  initiated  and  developed  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
Mr.  President,  of  course  this  bill  con¬ 
tains  many  projects  located  throughout 
the  country.  But  I  would  like  to  speak 
briefly  at  this  time  of  two  provisions  of 
interest  In  my  own  State.  As  reported  by 
our  committee  and  passed  In  the  Senate, 
the  bill  contained  the  authorization  for 
two  projects  located  in  Kentucky. 

The  first  is  the  local  flood  protection 
project  for  southwestern  Jefferson  Coun¬ 
ty,  which  Is  Included  In  section  203  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Ohio  River  Basin'*  at 


an  estimated  cost  of  $19.8  million.  I  know 
the  project  is  needed  and  will  be  wel¬ 
comed  in  Jefferson  County,  which  Is  the 
county  In  which  the  city  of  Louisville  Is 
located. 

A  second  project  was  authorized  by 
the  Senate  bill,  but  wan  not  contained  In 
the  House  bill  and  wan  therefore  an 
Item  of  disagreement  in  the  conference. 
It  proposed  the  authorization  of  the 
Devils  Jump  Dam  and  Reservoir  on  the 
Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River, 
and  I  will  describe  It  very  briefly. 

The  site  of  the  proposed  Devils  Jump 
Dam  Is  In  McCreary  County,  K.y,,  about 
48  miles  above  the  confluence;  of  the  Big 
South  Fork  arid  the  Cumberland  Rivers 
at  Burnside,  Ky.  The  main  area  of  the 
reservoir  would  be  situated  In  Tennessee, 
but  part  would  be  In  Kentucky,  The 
project,  for  which  I  have  worked  for 
yearn,  has  been  strongly  supported  by 
officials,  organizations,  and  hundred;,  of 
citizens  In  the  area. 

The  Devils  Jump  project  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Corps  of  Englners  and  by 
every  Interested  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  after  thorough  study.  It  has 
been  approved  by  three  administra¬ 
tion  » — those  of  President  Elsenhower, 
President  Kennedy,  and  President  John¬ 
son,  It  has  the  approval  of  the  States  of 
Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  And,  It  has 
been  approved  on  five  occasions  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
the  Senate  itself — In  the  public  works 
authorization  bills  of  1962,  1963,  1985, 
1966,  arid  1968. 

I  have  lived  In  this  area  all  my  life,  as 
has  my  family  for  170  years.  I  know  the 
people — and  I  know  that  this  project 
would  be  of  great  help, 

I  had  hoped  very  much  that  this  year 
the  Senate-House  conference  on  public 
v  s  /s  authorizations  would  approve  the 
project.  I  was  a  member  of  the  Senate- 
I louse  conference,  and  think  It  proper  to 
say  that  In  the  conference  the  Senate 
conferees  and  I  fought  hard  for  the 
project  and  did  our  best  to  secure  Its 
approval.  In  fact,  the  conference  ad¬ 
journed  on  last  Thursday  over  this  Item, 
which  was  taken  up  again  at  the  meeting 
of  the  conferees  on  Friday.  However,  the 
House  conferees  were  adament  and  again 
refused  to  approve  the  project. 

I  considered  this  continuing  stale¬ 
mate,  this  impasse  between  the  House 
and  Senate  which  ha;:  continued  for  6 
years,  to  be  of  no  help  to  the  people  of 
the  area.  It  v/as  producing  nothing,  and 
In  fact  the  failure  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  resolve  the  Issue  one  way 
or  another  was  resulting  also  In  an  In¬ 
ability  to  consider  alternative  plans  for 
the  region. 

It  v/as  for  this  reason  that  I  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  v/e  should  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  have  a  decision  on  the  Big 
Bouth  Fork  project  before  It  can  come  up 
again  In  1970,  when  the  next  omnibus 
river;,  and  harbors  bill  will  be  considered 
by  the  Congress. 

Among  the  reasons  given  by  the  House 
conferees  for  their  refusal  to  place  the 
project,  with  all  others  In  the  bill,  before 
the  House  of  Representative#  at  this 
time,  was  the  lack  of  an  up-to-date  Corps 
of  Engineers  report  on  the  cost  of  the 
project,  the  feasibility  and  marketability 
of  power,  and  of  the  cost- benefit  com¬ 


putations.  Therefore,  I  proposed  a  review 
of  the  plan  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
with  a  report  to  Congress  by  December 
31,  1969,  to  provide  up-to-date  Informa¬ 
tion  on  power  feasibility  and  cost  before 
consideration  of  the  next  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  authorization  act. 

It  1*  my  own  belief  that  the  increasing 
demand  for  peaking  power  may  well  re¬ 
sult  In  a  better  feasibility  at  that  time. 
But  If  It  should  not,  or  If  the  House  re¬ 
mains  adamant  as  In  the  past,  I  con¬ 
sidered  it  Important  also  to  have  placed 
before  the  Congress  alternative  plans  for 
the  best  use  of  the  area  and  Its  resources, 
and  for  its  development  to  provide  eco¬ 
nomic  benefits  to  the  people  of  the  area. 

Therefore,  I  also  proposed  that  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  prepare  alternative  plans  for 
the  recreational,  conservation,  or  pres¬ 
ervation  use  of  the  Big  South  Fork  and 
Its  tributaries  and  contiguous  areas  In 
Kentucky  and  Tennessee.  I  believe  that 
such  alternatives,  which  could  Include, 
for  example,  development  of  a  national 
recreation  area,  could  attract  thousands 
of  people  to  this  area  of  beauty. 

I  emphasize  that  the  purpose  of  my 
proposal  was  to  assure  that  the  Congress 
will  have  constructive  proposals  before 
the  next  omnibus  bill  comes  up — and  to 
end  the  present  Impasse  which  brings 
no  help  to  the  people  of  the  area  and 
leaves  It  with  nothing, 

I  want  to  mention  also  that  before  pre¬ 
senting  my  proposal  to  the  conference,  I 
consulted  with  my  colleague  Senator 
Morton,  with  Senator* Howard  Bakes  of 
Tennessee,  whose  home  Is  In  the  Im¬ 
mediate  area,  and  with  Senator  Goss 
who  has  also  been  keenly  Interested  In 
the  best  development  of  this  area.  We 
v/ere  agreed  that  this  proposal  appeared 
to  offer  a  very  hopeful  approach — one 
that  could  lead,  without  long  delay,  either 
to  the  hydroelectric  project  or  to  a 
comprehensive  development  plan  of 
great  promise  to  the  people  of  the  area. 

I  arn  very  glad  that  rny  proposal  v/as 
adopted  by  the  Senate-House  confer¬ 
ence.  It  Is  Included  a?s  section  218  of 
S.  3710  as  contained  In  the  conference 
report,  which  ha/:  since  been  adopted 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  and  Is 
now  before  the  Senate  In  the  final  ac¬ 
tion  on  this  measure  before  It  becomes 
law. 

The  section  authorize*  a  study  by  the 
corps,  as  I  mentioned,  to  review  the 
Devils  Jump  project  as  to  Its  power  feas¬ 
ibility  and  cost.  It  authorises  also  the 
study  and  preparation  of  alternative 
plans,  by  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  for  the  use 
of  the  Big  South  Fork  arid  Its  tributaries 
and  contiguous  areas  for  recreational, 
conservation,  or  preservation  uses. 

The  appropriation  of  funds  to  carry 
out  these  reviews  and  prepare  such  plans 
Is  authorized  by  the  section,  and  I  hope 
very  much  that  the  Departments  will  re¬ 
quest,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
will  recommend,  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  for  this  purpose — and  during 
this  session  of  the  Congress.  I  cal!  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  point  at  this  time  because  it 
Is  necessary  for  the  work  on  these  studies 
to  get  underway  promptly,  in  order  to 
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have  the  reports  ready  by  the  time  speci¬ 
fied,  at  the  end  of  next  year. 

I  do  wish  to  thank  the  chairman  of  our 
committee,  Senator  Randolph  of  West 
Virginia,  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  Senator  Young  of  Ohio,  my  col¬ 
leagues,  Senator  Jordan  of  Idaho  and 
Senator  Fong,  and  the  other  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  who  were  steadfast  in  their  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Senate  position  in  conference. 
I  acknowledge  also  the  courtesy  and  at¬ 
tention  of  the  House  conferees.  I  do  think 
this  is  a  constructive  step,  and  look  for¬ 
ward  to  the  best  development  of  the 
area. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  compliment  the  members  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works  for  their  wise  action  in  forbidding 
entrance  and  admission  fees  which  have 
been  imposed  on  fishermen  and  visitors 
to  our  recreational  areas  for  the  past 
several  years. 

Members  of  the  Senate  may  remember 
that  I  have  long  fought  these  fees  and 
succeeded  in  passing  an  amendment  to 
knock  out  this  system  of  fees  on  sports¬ 
men  and  vacationers  when  the  bill  was 
originally  before  the  Senate.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  the  House  and  Senate  conferees 
deleted  my  amendment  ard  the  entrance 
charges  were  then  applied.  I  have  con¬ 
sistently  sought  to  repeal  these  unfair 
and  unreasonable  fees  on  the  very  people 
whose  taxes  have  been  used  to  construct 
the  dams  and  lakes  and  recreation  areas. 

My  personal  investigations  and  in¬ 
quiries  through  various  hearings  have  re¬ 
vealed  testimony  from  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  that  the  revenue  is  infinitesimal 
in  relation  to  the  cost  of  collecting  these 
fees.  Statistics  were  brought  forth  in 
Senate  hearings  showing  that  the  cost  of 
collecting  sometimes  exceeded  the  reve¬ 
nue  earned,  and  that  the  denial  of  public 
access  to  these  tax-created  facilities  was 
resented  by  all.  We  have  appropriated 
vast  sums  to  create  recreational  areas 
and  such  programs  as  lakes,  parks,  and 
game  refuges,  and  these  areas  should  not 
be  denied  the  people  who  paid  for  them. 

The  creation  of  these  outdoor  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  is  of  great  benefit  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  our  Nation,  and  the  imposition  of 
these  nuisance  taxes  has  brought  a  re¬ 
sentment  to  a  degree  which  far  exceeds 
the  financial  returns. 

I  strongly  urge  unanimous  Senate  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  conference  report  which 
contains  an  amendment — due  in  large 
part  to  my  good  friend  and  fellow  Okla¬ 
homan,  Congressman  Ed  Edmondson — 
which  prohibits  the  collection  of  entrance 
or  admission  fees  at  recreation  areas  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  after  March  31, 
1967.  I  only  wish  it  could  be  sooner,  for 
the  people  of  this  country  are  entitled 
to  enjoy  our  outdoor  recreational  fa¬ 
cilities.  The  outdoor  recreational  pro¬ 
grams  are  the  best  antidote  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  that  overcrowded  ghettos  and  ob¬ 
solete  cities  create. 

I  urge  unanimous  passage  of  this  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  the  adoption  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio. 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President.  I  have  a 
question  or  two  I  would  like  to  address 
to  either  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Ohio  or  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia. 

One  question  relates  to  the  project  for 
the  depth  of  the  harbor  in  Miami.  I  think 
it  is  both  the  harbor  and  the  turning 
basin. 

The  Senator  will  remember  that  the 
favorable  report  came  in  after  the  Sen¬ 
ate  had  acted,  and  I  requested  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  accept  an  amendment  on  the 
floor,  which  was  done. 

Is  my  understanding  correct  that,  as 
accepted  on  the  floor,  and  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  that  item  remains  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  That  project  is 
included  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
With  reference  to  two  other  projects,  I 
have  understood  that  while  the  bill  was 
in  conference,  a  final  report  was  received 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  duly 
approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
covering  an  additional  program  for  the 
central  and  south  Florida  flood  control 
program,  and  having  expanded  it  and 
having  supplemental  with  it  the  so-called 
Martin  County  report  which  really  re¬ 
lates  to  the  same  area,  my  understand¬ 
ing  was  that  because  of  the  receipt  of 
those  final  committee  reports  while  the 
bill  was  in  conference,  and  because  of  the 
fact  that  the  House  had  added  those 
items  in  expectation  of  the  early  receipt 
of  those  reports,  they  were  both  accept¬ 
able  to  the  Senate  conferees  and  they 
appear  in  the  conference  report.  Is  my 
understanding  correct? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct.  Those  items  were  inserted 
in  the  bill  by  the  House  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  were  accepted  by  us  all.  It  was 
done  by  a  unanimous  vote.  They  are  in 
the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  They  were  accepted 
by  the  Senate  conferees  after  the  final 
report  had  come  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  the  Budget  Bureau. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  The  final  report 
came  over  and  then  we  accepted  those. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  am  very  grateful  to  him  and  to  his  as¬ 
sociate  conferees. 

My  third  question  is  that  my  informa¬ 
tion  was  that  the  House  had  also  put  in 
the  bill,  in  the  expectation  of  early  re¬ 
ceipt  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  a  project 
known  as  the  missing-link  project,  cov¬ 
ering  the  Gulf  Coast  Highway  from  Tar¬ 
pon  Springs  to  St.  Marks.  I  wonder  what 
the  final  action  of  the  conferees  was  on 
that  particular  project. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  The  report  had 
not  come  up.  However,  we  approved  that 
project  and  placed  language  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  to  take  care  of  it  when 
the  report  does  come  up. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  other  words,  under 
the  conference  report,  this  will  be  a 
project  which,  if  it  is  approved  and  then 
completed,  will  complete  the  Gulf 
Coastal  Highway.  That  is  placed  in  the 
conference  report  on  a  conditional  basis, 
conditioned  upon  its  being  hereafter  fi¬ 
nally  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Budget  Bureau. 


Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  That  is  the  best 
we  could  accomplish.  The  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  the 
chairman  of  our  committee,  worked 
hard  on  that  matter  and  might  be  able 
to  tell  the  Senator  more  concerning  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  a  very  good 
“best,”  as  far  as  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  is  concerned. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  to  re¬ 
affirm  what  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has 
said,  we  have  many  projects  that  come 
to  us  from  time  to  time.  We  took  the 
necessary  steps,  and  understandably  so, 
to  secure  procedural  approval  before 
acting  in  the  Senate  or  House  or  con¬ 
ference.  And  knowing  of  the  intense  in¬ 
terest  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  in  the 
so-called  missing  link — and  feeling  that 
there  should  not  be  any  missing  link — 
we  want  to  help  him  join  those  parts 
together. 

What  we  have  done  is  in  the  interest 
of  continuity,  to  keep  the  project  very 
active.  Yet,  there  has  not  been  full  ap¬ 
proval  because  the  procedural  steps  have 
not  yet  been  fully  completed. 

Hr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
both  of  my  distinguished  friends.  I  hope 
they  will  join  us  in  urging  the  Budget 
Bureau  to  promptly  approve  that  item, 
because  it  means  a  great  deal  not  only 
to  our  State  but  also  to  the  whole  gulf 
coast  and  to  the  Mississippi  Valley  and 
all  other  rivers  emptying  into  it  which 
are  navigable,  and  all  navigable  streams 
entering  into  the  gulf,  to  have  the  miss¬ 
ing  link  completed. 

I  thank  my  distinguished  friends  for 
their  favorable  action. 


CORRECTION  OF  CERTAIN  REFER¬ 
ENCES  IN  AMENDMENT  OF  VET¬ 
ERANS’  HOME  LOAN  PROGRAM  OF 
1968 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  and  send  to  the  flesk,  a  joint 
resolution  and  ask  that  it  be  read,  but 
that  it  not  be  referred  to  a  committee 
because  I  expect  to  make  a  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

Mr.  President,  this  joint  resolution 
sinerely  corrects  a  technical  error  that 
was  made  in  Public  Law  90-301  approved 
May  7,  1968.  The  error  relates  to  the 
numbering  and  lettering  of  the  subsec- 
tions\hat  relate  to  the  members  of  the 
Commission  which  was  established  by  the 
Public  LSav  to  study  mortgage  interest 
rates  and  co  make  recommendations. 

The  way  Che  law  is  written  at  present, 
payment  would  be  directed  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  members  of  the  Commission 
instead  of  the  appointed  members  for 
whom  payment  was  originally  intended. 
Accordingly,  a  correction  is  necessary. 
The  resolution  merelyschanges  the  num¬ 
bering  and  lettering  oi.  the  subsections 
so  as  to  permit  proper  payment. 

I  feel  that  there  should  Be  no  objection 
to  making  this  correction.  Therefore,  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  joint  resolution  be  considered  imme¬ 
diately  and  passed.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Inhere 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin?  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  joint  resv. 
olution  (S.J.  Res.  197)  to  correct  certain* 1 
references  in  section  4 (i)  of  the  act  en¬ 
titled  "An  act  to  amend  chapter  37  of 
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Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works 
on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  He  pre-sen  tat  ires  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 


TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 


River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1968. 


Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of  rivers  and 
harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports 
hereinafter  designated.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and 
i mrbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public  Law  Numbered  14,  59  Stat.  10. 
I  Wventy-ninth  Congress,  first  session),  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth 
with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement 
for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  inci- 
l  dental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 


NAVIGATION 


Ipswich  River,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Numbered  265, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $616,000; 

Fall  River  Harbor,  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  175,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$8,762,000 ; 

Bristol  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Numliered  174, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $873,000 ; 

Port  .Jefferson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  277, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,455,000 ; 

Hempstead  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  101, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $703,000 ; 

Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor,  South  Carolina:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  88,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
m, 38 1,000; 

^Miami  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered  93,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,476,000 ; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  St.  Marks  to  Tampa  Bay,  Florida: 
Chief  of  Engineers’  Report  dated  June  6,  1968,  except  that  ( 1 )  not  to 
exceed  $40,000,000  is  authorized  for  initiation  of  such  project,  and  (2) 
construction  of  this  project  shall  not  be  initiated  until  such  plan  is 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  President ; 

Atchafalaya  River  and  Bayous  Chene,  Boeuf,  and  Black,  Louisiana : 
House  Document  Numbered  155,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $8,645,000; 

Red  River  Waterway,  Louisiana,  Texas,  Arkansas,  and  Oklahoma: 
House  Document  Numbered  304,  Ninetieth  Congress,  except  that  not  to 
exceed  $50,000,000  is  authorized  for  initiation  of  such  project ; 

Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  Michoud  Canal,  Louisiana:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  97,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,300,000; 

Mississippi  River  Outlets,  Venice,  Louisiana:  House  Document 
Numbered  361,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,520,000; 

Yazoo  River,  Mississippi:  House  Document  Numbered  342,  Nine- 


tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $52,147,000 ; 


98-574  (352)  0  -  68 


82  STAT. 


Marmet,  West 
Va. 

Conveyance. 


732 


Pub.  Law  90-483 


-  2  - 


.August  13,  1968 


Corpus  Christi  Ship  Canal,  Texas:  Senate  Document  Numbered  !)!), 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,042,000; 

Mouth  of  the  Colorado  River,  Texas:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
102,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000; 

Wilson  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  112,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $198,000; 

Cattaraugus  Creek  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered 
97,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,315,000; 

Hamlin  Beach  State  Park,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered 
358,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Forestville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  183, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $538,000; 

Tawas  Bay  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  189, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $466,000; 

Detroit  River,  Trenton  Channel,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  338,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $31,300,000; 

Snohomish  River  (Everett  Harbor) ,  Washington :  House  Document 
Numbered  357,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,108,000; 

Humboldt  Harbor  and  Bay,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  330,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,430,000; 

Port  Hueneme,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  362,  at  r- 
estimated  cost  of  $1,000,000; 

Ventura  Marina,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  356,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,540,000; 

San  Diego  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  365, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,360,000; 

Kake  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Numbered  70,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,760,000; 

King  Cove  Harbor,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Numbered  13,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $522,000 ; 

Sergius  and  Whitestone  Narrows,  Alaska:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  95,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,030,000; 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for  Light  Draft  Vessels :  House 
Document  Numbered  353,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,256,000. 

BEACH  EROSION 


Brevard  County,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  352,  Nine¬ 
tieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  project  for  beach  erosion  control,  Fort  Pierce,  Florida, 
authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1089,  1092) 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  is  herel 
modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  the  project  and  periodic  nou  _ 
ishment  for  ten  years  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers.  In  addition  to  applicable  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  set  forth  in  the  aforementioned  report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  local  interests  shall,  prior  to  construction,  give  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will — 

(1)  contribute  in  cash,  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  the  start  of  pertinent 
work  items  in  accordance  with  construction  or  nourishment  sched¬ 
ules,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  all  costs  of  initial 
construction  and  periodic  nourishment  for  ten  years  exclusive  of 
costs  assigned  to  the  Federal  Government  in  the  aforementioned 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and 

(2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  works. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  That  section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  War  to  sell  and  convey  to  the  town  of  Marmet, 
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West  Virginia,  two  tracts  of  land  to  be  used  for  municipal  purposes", 
approved  July  8,  1942  (56  Stat.  651)  is  hereby  amended  by  deleting 
the  period  after  the  words  “related  municipal  purposes"  and  inserting 
thereafter  the  phrase  “including  firefighting  facilities  and  structures''. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed  to  issue 
to  the  town  of  Marmet,  West  Virginia,  without  monetary  consideration 
therefor,  such  written  instruments  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  That  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee,  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
convey  to  the  State  of  West  Virginia,  subject  to  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  hereinafter  stated,  and  to  such  other  terms  and  conditions 
as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  deem  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and 
to  certain  real  property,  together  with  improvements  thereon,  located 
at  Ohio  River  locks  and  dams  numbered  16,  19,  20,  and  21  in  West 
Virginia  as  described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  No  property 
shall  be  conveyed  under  authority  of  this  section  until  these  locks 
and  dams  have  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  to 
the  requirements  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  and  suitable  replace- 
ftnt  facilities  are  in  operation  under  the  Ohio  River  navigation 
modernization  program.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  prior  disposi¬ 
tion  of  such  facilities  and  improvements  on  such  lands  as  he  deems 
to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  real  property  authorized  for  conveyance  by  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  comprise  all  or  portions  of  such  lands  and  improve¬ 
ments  as  may  be  determined  excess  of  four  lock  and  dam  projects  on 
the  Ohio  River  in  the  State  of  West  Virginia  and  designated  as, 
number  16  (Willow  Island  Pool)  in  Tyler  County,  numbers  19  and  20 
(Belleville  Pool)  in  Wood  County,  and  number  21  (Racine  Pool)  in 
Jackson  County.  The  exact  descriptions  and  acreage  to  be  determined 

I  by  the  Secretary  by  accurate  surveys,  the  cost  of  which  is  to  be  borne 
by  the  State  of  West  Virginia. 

(c)  The  conveyance  authorized  herein  shall  provide  that  said  prop- 
[>  erty  shall  be  used  only  for  public  park  and  recreation  purposes  and 

I  such  other  uses  directly  related  to  the  programs  of  the  West  Virginia 
Department  of  Natural  Resources,  and  if  it  ever  ceases  to  be  used  for 
such  purposes,  title  to  said  property  shall  immediately  revert  to  the 
United  States.  Any  deed  of  conveyance  shall  also  be  subject  to  and 
i  include  the  following  additional  terms  and  conditions: 

(1)  The  State  of  West  Virginia  shall  pay  the  United  States  as 
consideration  for  the  conveyance  50  per  centum  of  the  current 
fair  market  value  of  the  property  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 

I*  of  the  Army. 

(2)  There  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United  States  such  flowage 
easements  and  rights-of-way  for  roads  and  utility  lines  as  the 
Secretary  determines  may  be  required  for  other  navigation 
projects. 

(3)  Such  other  restrictions,  terms,  and  conditions  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  deems  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States, 

(d)  Any  moneys  paid  for  the  conveyances  referred  to  herein  shall  be 

[covered  into  the  United  States  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  convey,  without 
(  monetary  consideration,  to  the  city  of  Buffalo,  New  York,  all  right, 
i  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  certain  real  property 
.  underlying  Lake  Erie  containing  approximately  46.01  acres  and  more 
particularly  described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on  condition 
that  such  real  property  be  used  for  public  park  and  recreational  devel¬ 
opment  purposes  and  if  such  property  shall  ever  cease  to  be  used  for 
such  purposes,  title  thereto  shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 
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(b)  The  real  property  referred  to  in  this  sect  ion  is  more  particularly 
described  as  follows: 

(1)  Parcel  E. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  south 
line  of  outer  lot  39  prolonged  and  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  as  estab¬ 
lished  in  1846,  which  point  bears  south  68  degrees  28  minutes  west,  a 
distance  of  140  feet,  more  or  less,  from  United  States  Monument  num¬ 
bered  7,  which  monument  is  the  southeasterly  corner  of  the  said  outer 
lot  39; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  with  the  established  harbor 
line  1,140  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  said  harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  line,  1,310  feet,  more  or 
less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said  harbor  line  and  a  line  at 
right  angles  thereto  passing  through  the  point  of  intersection  of 
the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846  and  a  1  hie  330  feet  northerly  at 
right  angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line  of  outer  lot  36; 

thpnce  northeasterly  at  right  angles  with  said  harbor  line  1,115 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846 ; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  1,320  feet, 
more  or  less,  to  the  point  of  beginning  containing  34.04  acres,  more 
or  less. 

(2)  Parcel  C-B. — Beginning  at  the  point  of  intersection  of  tht 
shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  with  the  northerly  line  of  land  deeded  to  t life  _ 
United  States  Government,  October  21,  1846,  said  line  also  extending 
in  a  due  east  and  west  direction  and  passing  through  the  northwest 
corner  of  outer  lot  36  (United  States  Monument  No.  2),  said  point  of 
beginning  being  also  480  feet,  more  or  less,  west  of  the  said  northwest 
corner  of  outer  lot  36 ; 

thence  southeasterly  along  said  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846  a 
distance  of  470  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  intersection  with  a  line  330 
feet  northerly  at  right  angles  from  and  parallel  with  the  south  line 
of  lot  36,  said  line  being  also  the  north  line  of  lands  deeded  to  the 
United  States  Government,  September  25,  1847 ; 

thence  southwesterly  at  right  angles  to  established  harbor  line 
1,115  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  established  harbor  line; 

thence  northwesterly  along  said  harbor  bne  465  feet,  more  or 
less,  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  said  harbor  line  and  a  line  at 
right  angles  thereto  passing  through  the  point  of  intersection  of 
the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846  and  the  line  extending  in  a 
due  east  and  west  direction  and  passing  through  the  northwest 
corner  of  outer  lot  36 ; 

thence  easterly  at  right  angles  to  established  harbor  line  1,115 
feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  shoreline  of  Lake  Erie  in  1846,  which 
is  the  above  referenced  point  of  beginning,  containing  11.97  acres 
more  or  less. 

(c)  Any  deed  of  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
reserve  to  the  United  States,  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  seven  years, 
the  right  to  use  such  lands  for  a  spoil  disposal  area  for  materials 
dredged  from  the  Buffalo  Harbor  Project,  including  the  right  to  place 
structures  thereon  and  to  perform  all  other  actions  incident  to  such 
use,  together  with  the  rights  of  ingress  and  egress  thereto.  Such  deed 
shall  contain  such  additional  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  be  necessary  to  protect  the 
interest  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  shall  make  an  ap¬ 
praisal  investigation  and  study,  including  a  review  of  any  previous 
relevant  studies  and  reports,  of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf,  and  Pacific  coasts 
of  the  United  States,  the  coasts  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  the  shorelines  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  estuaries  and  bays 
thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  (1)  determining  areas  along  such  coasts 
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and  shorelines  where  significant  erosion  occurs;  (2)  identifying  those 
areas  where  erosion  presents  a  serious  problem  because  the  rate  of 
erosion,  considered  in  conjunction  with  economic,  industrial,  recrea¬ 
tional,  agricultural,  navigational,  demographic,  ecological,  and  other 
relevant  factors,  indicates  that  action  to  halt  such  erosion  may  be  justi¬ 
fied  ;  (3)  describing  generally  the  most  suitable  type  of  remedial  action 
for  those  areas  that  have  a  serious  erosion  problem ;  (4)  providing  pre¬ 
liminary  cost  estimates  for  such  remedial  action;  (5)  recommending 
priorities  among  the  serious  problem  areas  for  action  to  stop  erosion; 
(6)  providing  State  and  local  authorities  with  information  and  recom¬ 
mendations  to  assist  the  creation  and  implementation  of  State  and 
local  coast  and  shoreline  erosion  programs;  (7)  developing  recom¬ 
mended  guidelines  for  land  use  regulation  in  coastal  areas  taking  into 
consideration  all  relevant  factors;  and  (8)  identifying  coastal  areas 
where  title  uncertainty  exists.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  submit 
to  the  Congress  as  soon  as  practicable,  but  not  later  than  three  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such  appraisal 
investigation  and  study,  together  with  his  recommendations.  The  views 
of  concerned  local,  State,  and  Federal  authorities  and  interests  will  be 
taken  into  account  in  making  such  appraisal  investigation  and  study. 

(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts,  not  to  ex- 
-*4ed  $l,0fX),000,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  107.  That  the  projects  for  the  Illinois  Waterway  and  Grand 
Calumet  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana  (Calumet-Sag  navigation  proj¬ 
ect),  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  are 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  45,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress,  insofar  as  such  recommendations  apply  to  existing 
highway  bridges  in  Part  II :  Grand  Calumet  River  and  Indiana  Harbor 
Canal,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $33,265,000. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Steele  Bayou,  in  Warren,  Issaquena,  Sharkey,  and 
Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  Washington  Bayou,  in  Issaquena 
and  Washington  Counties,  Mississippi,  and  Lake  Washington,  in 
Washington  County,  Mississippi,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavi- 
gable  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

( b)  The  project  for  navigation  on  Steele  Bayou,  Washington  Bayou, 
and  Lake  Washington,  authorized  by  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Acts  of 
July  5,  1884,  August  5,  1886,  and  June  25, 1910,  is  hereby  deauthorized. 

Sec.  109.  Section  313  of  the  Act  approved  October  27,  1965  ( 79  Stat. 
1073) ,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  date  “June  30, 1968”  and  substituting 
in  lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1969”. 

)S£C.  HO.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
'■Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  review  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation  for  the  Ouachita  and  Black  Rivers  navigation  proj¬ 
ects,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  with 
particular  reference  to  Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing,  and  he 
shall  report  the  findings  of  such  review  to  Congress  within  one  year 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  111.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  to  investigate,  study,  and  construct  projects 
for  the  prevention  or  mitigation  of  shore  damages  attributable  to  Fed¬ 
eral  navigation  works.  The  cost  of  installing,  operating,  and  maintain¬ 
ing  .such  projects  shall  be  borne  entirely  by  the  United  States.  No  such 
project  shall  be  constructed  without  specific  authorization  by  Congress 
if  the  estimated  first  cost  exceeds  $1,000,000. 

Sec.  112.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1966  (80  Stat. 
1417)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(g)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  conduct  a  study  of  those 
areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Washington  Channel  in  the  District  of 
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Columbia  suitable  for  public  visitor  parking  facilities.  Such  study  ji 
shall,  among  others,  consider  existing  and  future  visitation,  multiple  j 
and  alternative  areas,  methods  for  providing  such  facilities,  and  esti¬ 
mated  costs  and  revenues  to  be  derived  therefrom.  Not  later  than  one 
hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the  date  funds  are  appropriated  to 
carry  out  such  study,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  President  and 
Congress  a  report  thereon  together  with  his  recommendations,  includ¬ 
ing  necessary  legislation,  if  any.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  not  to  exceed  $100,000  to  carry  out  this  subsection.'’ 

Sec.  113.  Those  portions  of  the  East  and  Hudson  Rivers  in  New 
York  County,  State  of  New  York,  lying  shoreward  of  a  line  within 
the  United  States  Pierhead  Line  as  it  exists  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  and  bounded  on  the  north  by  the  north  side  of  Spring  Street 
extended  westerly  and  the  south  side  of  Robert  F.  Wagner,  Senior 
Place  extended  eastwardly,  are  hereby  declared  to  l>e  nonnavigable 
waters  of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the 
United  States.  This  declaration  shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the 
above-described  area  which  are  bulkheaded  and  filled.  Plans  for  bulk¬ 
heading  and  filling  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on  the  basis  of  engineering 
studies  to  determine  the  location  and  structural  stability  of  the  bulk-*! 
heading  and  filling  in  order  to  preserve  and  maintain  the  remainin 
navigable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall  reimburse  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  any  engineering  costs  incurred  under  this  section. 

Sec.  114.  That  portion  of  the  Northern  Embarcadero  area,  begin¬ 
ning  at  the  intersection  of  the  northwesterly  line  of  Bryant  Street  with 
the  southwesterly  line  of  Spear  Street,  which  intersection  lies  on  the 
line  of  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority:  following 
thence  westerly  and  northerly  along  said  line  of  jurisdiction  as 
described  in  the  State  of  California  Harbor  and  Navigation  Code  Sec¬ 
tion  1770,  as  amended  in  1961,  to  its  intersection  with  the  easterly  line 
of  Van  Ness  Avenue  produced  northerly;  thence  northerly  along  said 
easterly  line  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  produced  to  its  intersection  with  the 
United  States  Government  pier-head  line;  thence  following  said  pier¬ 
head  line  easterly  and  southerly  to  its  intersection  with  the  north¬ 
westerly  line  of  Bryant  Street  produced  northeasterly ;  thence  south¬ 
westerly  along  said  northwesterly  line  of  Bryant  Street  produced  to 
the  point  of  beginning,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  nonnavigable  waters 
within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  consent  , 
of  Congress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling  in  of  all  or  any  part  of  the 
described  area.  This  declaration  shall  apply  only  to  portions  of  the 
above-described  area  which  are  bulkheaded  and  filled  or  are  occupied 
by  permanent  pile-supported  structures.  Plans  for  bulkheading  an 
filling  and  permanent  pile-supported  structures  shall  l>e  approved  U 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  on 
the  basis  of  engineering  studies  to  determine  the  location  and  struc¬ 
tural  stability  of  the  bulkheading  and  filling  and  permanent  pile-sup¬ 
ported  structures  in  order  to  preserve  and  maintain  the  remaining 
navigable  waterway.  Local  interests  shall  reimburse  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  any  engineering  costs  incurred  under  this  section. 

Sec.  115.  That  portion  of  the  Northwest  Branch  of  the  Patapsco 
River  located  generally  south  of  Pratt  Street,  east  of  Light  Street, 
north  of  Key  Highway,  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  State  of  Maryland, 
and  being  more  particularly  described  as  all  of  that  portion  of  the 
Northwest  Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River  lying  west  of  a  series  of  lines 
beginning  at  the  point  formed  by  the  intersection  of  the  south  side 
of  Pratt  Street,  as  now  laid  out,  and  the  west  side  of  Pier  3  and 
running  thence  binding  on  the  west  side  of  Pier  3,  south  04  degrees 
19  minutes  47  seconds  east  726.59  feet  to  the  southwest  corner  of  Pier  3 ; 
thence  crossing  the  Northwest  Branch  of  the  Patapsco  River,  south 
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23  degrees  01  minutes  15  seconds  west  855.36  feet  to  the  point  formed 
by  the  intersection  of  the  existing  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line  and  the 
east  side  of  Battery  Avenue,  last  said  point  of  intersection  being  the 
end  of  the  first  line  of  the  fourth  parcel  of  land  conveyed  by  J.  and  F. 

Realty,  Incorporated  to  Allegheny  Pepsi-Cola  Bottling  Company  by 
deed  dated  December  22,  1965,  and  recorded  among  the  Land  Record 
of  Baltimore  City  in  Liber  J.  F.  C.  numbered  2006  folio  345,  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  said  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line  is  based  upon  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Baltimore  District,  Baltimore,  Maryland,  coordinate  value 
for  station  LIV  of  said  pierhead  and  bulkhead  line,  the  coordinate 
value  as  referred  to  the  Lambert  grid  plane  coordinate  system  for  the 
State  of  Maryland  of  said  station  LIV  being  east  2,111,161.40,  north 
527,709.27  and  thence  binding  on  the  east  side  of  Battery  Avenue,  south 
03  degrees  09  minutes  07  seconds  east  568  feet,  more  or  less,  to  intersect 
the  north  side  of  Ivey  Highway  as  now  laid  out  and  located  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  stream  of  the  United  States  within  the 
meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  consent  of  Congress 
is  hereby  given  for  the  filling  in  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  described 
area. 


Sec.  116.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed 
’Vemove  from  the  Potomac  River  and  to  destroy  the  abandoned 
■  _^7>s,  ships’  hulls,  and  pilings,  located  in  Mallow’s  Bay,  between 
Sandy  Point  and  Liverpool  Point,  Charles  County,  Maryland,  and  at 
Wide  Water,  south  of  Quantico,  Virginia,  and  any  other  abandoned 
ships  formerly  among  those  in  Mallow’s  Bay  or  at  Wide  Water  which 
have  drifted  from  those  locations.  Local  interests  shall  contribute  50 
percent  of  the  cost  of  such  work. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  carry  out  this  section,  not  to  exceed 
$175,000. 


Sec.  117.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  is  hereby  authorized  to  maintain  authorized  river 
and  harbor  projects  in  excess  of  authorized  project  depths  where  such 
excess  depths  have  been  provided  by  the  United  States  for  defense 
purposes  and  whenever  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  that  such 
waterways  also  serve  essential  needs  of  general  commerce. 

Sec.  118.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  creating  the 
City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Commission  and  authorizing  said  commission 
and  its  successors  to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation  and  to  con¬ 
struct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  across  the  Mississippi 
River  at  or  near  Clinton,  Iowa,  at  or  near  Fulton,  Illinois”,  approved 
December  21,  1944,  as  revised,  amended,  and  reenacted,  is  hereby 
amended  by  inserting  “(a)”  immediately  after  “Sec.  5.”  and  by  add- 
t  j  at  the  end  of  such  section  the  following  new  subsection : 

-*(b)  In  addition  to  the  method  of  payment  provided  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  its  successors  and  assigns  are 
hereby  authorized  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  of  disman¬ 
tling  one  bridge  and  of  constructing  as  a  replacement  therefor  a  new 
bridge  (including  necessary  approaches  and  approach  highways) 
either  entirely  from  a  construction  fund  created  in  accordance  with 
section  6  of  this  Act  or  from  both  such  construction  fund  and  from 
bonds  issued  and  sold  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
The  cost  of  any  bridge  constructed  under  this  subsection  (together 
with  approaches  and  approach  highways)  shall  include  all  costs  and 
expenses  included  in  the  case  of  a  bridge  constructed  under  authority 
of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  (including  its  approaches  and 
approach  highways) .” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  6  of  such  Act  of  December  21, 1944, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting 
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in  lien  thereof  a  comma  and  the  following:  “and,  if  the  Commission 
determines  it  advisable  to  do  so,  to  provide  a  construction  fund  spe¬ 
cifically  to  pay  the  cost  of  dismantling  one  bridge  and  constructing  a 
new  bridge  to  replace  it  as  authorized  by  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of 
this  Act.’’ 

(c)  Section  6  of  such  Act  of  December  21,  1944,  is  further  amended 
by  adding  immediately  following  the  third  sentence  of  such  section  the 
following  new  sentence:  “If  no  bonds  or  notes  are.  outstanding  or  if  a 
sinking  fund  specifically  for  payment  of  all  outstanding  bonds  and 
notes  shall  have  been  provided,  the  remainder  of  such  tolls  may,  if  the 
Commission  determines  it  advisable  to  do  so,  be  placed  in  a  construction 
fund  for  use  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  such  Act  of 
December  21,  1944,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  “solely 
for  that  purpose,”  the  following:  “and  after  any  bridge  constructed 
under  authority  of  section  5(b)  of  this  Act  shall  have  been  paid  for,  or 
sufficient  funds  are  available  in  the  construction  fund  authorized  by 
section  6  to  pay  for  such  bridge,”. 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  inapplicable  in¬ 
sofar  as  they  authorize  the  construction  of  a  bridge  or  bridges  unless 
actual  construction  thereof  is  commenced  within  five  years  from  f  \ 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section  and  such  construction  is  complerw 
by  January  1, 1980. 

Sec.  119.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations  and 
subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section  110  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1950 : 

Back  River,  Maryland,  from  Chesapeake  Bay  to  the  city  of 
Baltimore's  waste  water  treatment  plants. 

Savannah  and  Tennessee  Rivers,  with  a  view  to  determining  the 
advisability  of  providing  a  waterway  connecting  the  rivers  by 
canals  and  appurtenant  facilities  and  a  waterway  connecting 
Charleston  and  Port  Royal,  South  Carolina,  with  the  lower 
Savannah  River. 

Lake  Superior,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advisability  of  a 
waterway  connecting  the  lake  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

Sec.  120.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  studies  of : 

(1)  The  nature  and  scope  of  the  damages  which  result  from  stream- 
bank  erosion  throughout  the  United  States,  with  a  view  toward  deter¬ 
mining  the  need  for,  and  the  feasibility  of,  a  coordinated  program  of 
streambank  protection  in  the  interests  of  reducing  damages  from  the 
deposition  of  sediment  in  reservoirs  and  waterways,  the  destruction?  j 
channels  and  adjacent  lands,  and  other  adverse  effects  of  streambaW 
erosion. 

(2)  The  need  for  and  the  feasibility  of  a  program  for  the  removal 
and  disposal  of  drift  and  other  debris,  including  abandoned  vessels, 
from  public  harbors  and  associated  channels  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress,  not  later  than  one  year 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  results  of  such  studies 
together  with  his  recommendations  in  connection  therewith,  including 
an  appropriate  division  of  responsibility  between  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  interests. 

Sec.  121.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1968”. 
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TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 


|  Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22,  1936  (Public  Law 
:  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by  .section  2  of 
[the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy- 
, fifth  Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title  except 
that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification  project,  pro¬ 
visions  (a) ,  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall 
apply  thereto,  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law.  The  authorization 
for  any  flood  control  project  herein  authorized  by  this  Act  requiring 
ilocal  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the  date  on  which  local 
interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his 
i designee  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  unless  said  interests 
shall  within  said  time  furnish  assurances  .satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  December  22, 
1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second 
session),  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act, 
and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals, 
;or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
|  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as  if 
'  jfcCTein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the  benefit  of 
(navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
I  Engineers  in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth  therein.  The 
necessary  plans,  specifications,  and  preliminary  work  may  be  prose¬ 
cuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropri¬ 
ations  hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid 
inauguration  of  a  construction  program.  The  projects  authorized  in 
this  title  shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigor- 
ously  as  may  be  consistent  with  budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and 
other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future  use  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized 
in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  w’hen 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  tfie  Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 


LOWER  CHARLES  RIVER,  MASSACHUSETTS 

OThe  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Lower  Charles  River,  Massachu- 
ts,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
370,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,620,000. 


CONNECTICUT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Beaver  Brook  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Beaver  Brook, 
New  Hampshire,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  68,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,185,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Park  River,  Connecticut,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  43, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $30,300,000. 


Flood  Control 
Act  of  1968. 

49  Stat.  1571. 
33  USC  701c. 

52  Stat.  1215. 
33  USC  701o-l. 


58  Stat.  887. 
33  USC  701-1. 


Projects. 
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LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Norwalk  River,  Connecticut  and 
New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  51,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,700,000. 


DELAWARE -ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control 
along  the  Delaware  Coast  from  Cape  Henlopen  to  Fenwick  Island,  at 
the  Delaware-Maryland  State  Line  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  90,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $5,584,000. 


RAPPAHANNOCK  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Salem  Church  Dam  and  Reservoir  Rappahan¬ 
nock  River,  Virginia,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  37,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  C  ' 
$79,500,000.  W 

cape  fear  river  basin 

The  project  for  the  Randleman  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Deep  River, 
North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  343,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,463,000. 

The  project  for  the  Howards  Mill  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Deep  River, 
North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  343,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,460,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane  flood  protection 
of  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  335,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $11,805,000. 

HILLSBOROUGH  BAY,  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  on  Ilillsborouf 
Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  313,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,909,000,  except 
that  construction  of  the  barrier  across  Hillsborough  Bay  shall  not  be 
undertaken  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  completes  further  detailed 
studies  covering  related  water  resource  problems,  including  a  compre¬ 
hensive  model  study  of  the  entire  Tampa  Bay  area,  and  until 
sixty  days  after  the  date  of  submission  of  a  report  on  such 
studies  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  Central  and  Southern  Florida,  authorized  by  the 
62  Stat.  1171.  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  30,  1948,  is  further  modified  in  accordance 
33  use  70ib-8  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu- 
etc. 
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ment  Numbered  101,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$8,072,000,  and  in  accordance  with  House  Document  Numbered  369, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,182,000. 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Tallahala  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Tallahala 
,  Creek,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  143,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$16,360,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Missis¬ 
sippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  534),  as 
amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further  modified  and  expanded  to 
include  the  following  items: 

(1)  The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin,  Arkansas  and 
Missouri,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  15, 
1936  (Public  Law  71—678),  as  modified  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Con¬ 
fess,  including  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965.  Public  Law  89-298  is 

i-eby  further  modified  to  provide  that  the  requirements  of  local 
^operation  for  the  improvements  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1965,  shall  conform  to  those  requirements  for  local  cooperation 
in  the  Saint  Francis  River  Basin  authorized  in  previous  Acts  of 
Congress,  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  11,  Ninetieth  Congress. 

(2)  Improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou 
Macon  Basin  to  divert  flows  that  would  otherwise  enter  Lake  Chicot, 
Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  168,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $15,240,000,  except  that  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction  of  the  project,  local  interests  shall  agree 
that  no  fees  shall  be  charged  for  admission  to  Lake  Chicot  and  to 
public  recreation  areas  adjoining  Lake  Chicot  and  that  user  fees  at 
such  lake  and  areas  shall  be  devoted  to  recreation  purposes. 

(3)  Improvements  in  the  Belle  Fountain  ditch  and  tributaries, 
Missouri,  and  Drainage  District  Number  17,  Arkansas,  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  339,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $4,638,000. 

WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 


Project  modi¬ 
fication. 

33  USC  702a- 
702m. 


49  Stat.  1508 
79  Stat.  1073 


/The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crooked  Creek  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Harrison,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  28,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,840,000. 


BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  the  Aquilla  Darn  and  Reservoir,  Aquilla  Creek, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  52,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,612,000. 


NAVASOTA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Navasota  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  341,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $119,707,000. 
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CLEAR  CREEK,  TEXAS 

I 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Clear  Creek,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  351,  Ninetieth  | 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,600,000. 

PECAN  BAYOU,  TEXAS 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pecan  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  350,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $24,861,000. 


GULF  OF  MEXICO 


The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  at  Texas  City  and  vicinity, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
187,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10,990,000. 


UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River  from  Cass- 
ville,  Wisconsin,  to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorzed  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  348,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $21,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  State  Road  and  Ebner  Coulees, 
city  of  La  Crosse  and  Shelby  Township,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  360,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,849,000. 


RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  South  Branch  of  the  Wild 
Rice  River  and  Felton  Ditch,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  98,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,230,000. 


OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ohio  River  in  Southwe,ste(^ 
Jefferson  County,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  340,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $19,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Utica  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  flood  protection 
at  Newark,  Licking  River  Basin,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  337,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $32,953,000. 


WABASH  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  related  purposes  in  the  Wabash 
River  Basin,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  96,  Ninetieth  Congress,  and 
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the  Big  Walnut  Dam  and  Reservoir  is  authorized  substantially  in 

accordance  with  the  plan  for  such  project  set  forth  in  the  report  of 

the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  said  document.  There  is  hereby  authorized  Appropriation. 

to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $50,000,000,  for  initiation  and  partial 

accomplishment  of  the  project,  except  that  construction  of  the  Big 

Walnut  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  not  be  initiated  until  approved  by 

the  President. 


MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  the  Bear  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Platte  South  Platte 
River,  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  River,  Colo, 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  87,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,314,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  at  and  in  Big  Sioux  River, 
the  vicinity  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  author-  s  •  Dak. 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  94,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,750,000.  With  respect  to  that  portion 
of  the  project  above  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  approved  in  accordance  with 
House  Document  Numbered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  in  the  Flood 

ntrol  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-298),  there  shall  be  mutual  agree-  79  stat.  1073. 


_>4nt  between  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota  on  a  flood  control 
plan  and  a  plan  for  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  respect 
to  said  portion  within  six  months  following  completion  of  the  reservoir 
study  for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  and  the  Rock  River 
now  underway  and  receipt  of  copies  of  said  report  by  the  Governors 
of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota.  If  said  mutual  agreement 
is  not  reached  within  said  time,  approval  of  said  flood  control  plan  and 
plan  for  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  shall  be  made  by  a  com¬ 
mittee  consisting  of  one  representative  each  appointed  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  in  the  Papillion  Paplllion  Creek 
Creek  Basin,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord-  Basin,  Nebr. 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  349,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$26,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Davids  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Nislinabotna  Nishnabotna 
River,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  River,  Iowa, 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  142,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the  Little  Blue 

Jver  in  the  vicinity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized 
bstantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  169,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at 
and  estimated  cost  of  $38,492,000. 

The  second  paragraph  under  the  heading  “Missouri  River  Basin’*  of 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  additional  appropriations  for  the 
prosecution  of  comprehensive  plans  for  certain  river  basins”,  approved 
December  30, 1963  (77  Stat.  840) ,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in 
the  Missouri  River  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
June  28,  1938,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  is  further  modified  to  52  Stat.  1218. 
include  such  bank  protection  or  rectification  works  at  or  below  the  33  use  70lb  etc. 
Garrison  Reservoir  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  be  found  necessary,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $7,040,000.” 
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JORDAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Little  Dell  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt  Lake  City 
Streams,  Utah,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  53,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $22,664,000. 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Feather  River  at  Chester, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendat  ions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  314,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $940,000. 


SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection,  and  other  purposes  on  Cucamonga 
Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  323,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$26,300,000. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 


c 


The  project  for  flood  control  on  Alhambra  Creek,  California-,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  336, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,000,000. 


MAD  RIVER,  CALIFORNIA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Mad  River,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  359,  Ninetieth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $38,600,000. 


SWEETWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Sweetwater  River,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  148, 
Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,900,000. 


TANANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  in  the  Tanana  River  Basin  in  tf] 
vicinity  of  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  89,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $111,700,000. 


IAO  STREAM,  HAWAII 

The  project  for  flood  protection  and  other  purposes  on  Iao  Stream, 
Hawaii,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  151,  Ninetieth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,660,000. 

Sf.c.  204.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  to  provide  such  school  facilities  as  he  may 
deem  necessary  for  the  education  of  dependents  of  persons  engaged  in 
the  construction  of  the  Dworshak  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Idaho, 
and  to  pay  for  the  same  from  any  funds  available  for  such  project. 
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When  lie  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  the  Secretary,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may  enter  into  cooperative  arrange¬ 
ments  with  local  and  Federal  agencies  for  the  operation  of  such  Gov¬ 
ernment  facilities,  for  the  expansion  of  local  facilities  at  Federal 
expense,  and  for  contributions  by  the  Federal  Government  to  cover  the 
increased  cost  to  local  agencies  of  providing  the  educational  services 
required  by  the  Government. 

Sec.  205.  The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Ironton,  Ohio,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  is  hereby  modified 
so  as  to  provide  for  the  installation  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  of  aluminum  closure  structures 
at  gates  numbered  10,  17,  and  18,  located  at  Second  and  Orchard 
Streets,  Second  Street  west  of  Storms  Creek,  and  Second  and  Ellison 
Streets,  respectively,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,000. 

Sec.  206.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  section  201  of 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  pres¬ 
ervation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  July  3,  1958  (72  Stat. 
305),  the  authorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Weber  River,  Utah  shall  expire  on  April  16,  1972, 
unless  local  interests  shall  before  such  date  furnish  assurances  satis- 
yctory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local  coopera¬ 
tion  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  207.  That,  notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  section  201  of 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  pres¬ 
ervation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  July  3,  1958  (72  Stat. 
305),  the  authorization  in  section  203  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Pecos  River  at  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico,  shall  expire  on 
May  19, 1972,  unless  local  interests  shall  before  such  date  furnish  assur¬ 


ances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local 
cooperation  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  208.  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Gila  River  below 
Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  Arizona,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180,  1190),  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  116,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that 
local  cooperation  shall  consist  of  the  requirements  that,  prior  to  con¬ 
struction,  local  interests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  they  will :  (1)  make  a  cash  contribution  of  $700,000, 
to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in 
installments  prior  to  the  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance 

Jth  construction  schedules,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
cept  that  the  reasonable  value,  'as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  of  any  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations,  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  local  interests  shall  be  deducted  from  the  required  cash 
contribution;  (2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  (3)  maintain  and  operate  all  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  209.  (a)  Whenever  any  State,  or  any  agency  or  instrumen¬ 
tality  of  a  State  or  local  government,  or  any  nonprofit  incorporated 
body  organized  or  chartered  under  the  law  of  the  State  in  which  it 
is  located,  or  any  nonprofit  association  or  combination  of  such  bodies, 
agencies  or  instrumentalities,  shall  undertake  to  secure  any  lands 
or  interests  therein  as  a  site  for  the  resettlement  of  families,  indi¬ 
viduals,  and  business  concerns  displaced  by  a  river  and  harbor 
improvement,  flood  control  or  other  water  resource  project  duly  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress,  and  when  it  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary 
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of  (he  Army  that  the  State  is  unable  to  acquire  necessary  lands  or 
interests  in  lands  or  is  unable  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in 
lands  with  sufficient  promptness,  the  Secretary,  upon  the  request  of 
the  Governor  of  the  State  in  which  such  site  is  located,  and  after 
consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  interstate,  regional,  and 
local  departments  and  agencies,  is  authorized,  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States  and  prior  to  the  approval  of  title  by  the  Attorney 
General,  to  acquire,  enter  upon,  and  take  possession  of  such  lands 
or  interests  in  lands  by  purchase,  donation,  condemnation  or  otherwise 
in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Act 
of  February  26, 1931  (46  Stat.  1421) ).  All  expenses  of  said  acquisition 
and  any  award  that  may  be  made  under  a  condemnation  proceeding, 
including  costs  of  examination  and  abstract  of  title,  certificate  of  title, 
appraisal,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incident  to  acquisition,  shall  be 
paid  by  such  State  or  body,  agency,  or  instrumentality.  The  State, 
agency,  instrumentality,  or  nonprofit  body  may  repay  such  amounts 
from  any  funds  made  available  to  it  for  such  purposes  by  any  Federal 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  (other  than  the  Department 
of  the  Army)  having  authority  to  make  funds  available  for  such  a 
purpose.  Pending  such  payment,  the  Secretary  may  expend  from  anv 
funds  hereafter  appropriated  for  the  project  occasioning  such  acqi\ 
sition  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section.  T?T" 
secure  payment,  the  Secretary  may  require  any  such  State  or  agency, 
body,  or  instrumentality  to  execute  a  proper  bond  in  such  amount  as 
he  may  deem  necessary  before  acquisition  is  commenced.  Any  sums 
paid  to  the  Secretary  by  any  such  State  or  agency,  body  or  instrumen¬ 
tality  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  to  the  credit  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  such  project. 

(b)  No  acquisition  shall  be  undertaken  under  the  authority  of  this 
section  unless  the  Secretary  has  determined,  after  consultation  with 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  agencies  that  (1) 
the  development  of  a  site  is  necessary  in  order  to  alleviate  hardships 
to  displaced  persons;  (2)  the  location  of  the  site  is  suitable  for  devel¬ 
opment  in  relation  to  present  or  potential  sources  of  employment;  and 
(3)  a  plan  for  development  of  the  site  has  been  approved  by  appro¬ 
priate  local  governmental  authorities  in  the  area  or  community  in 
which  such  site  is  located. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  directed  by  proper  deed, 
executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  to  convey  any  lands  or 
interests  in  land  acquired  in  any  State  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section^  to  the  State,  or  such  public,  or  private  nonprofit  body,  agency, 
or  institution  in  the  State  as  the  Governor  may  prescribe,  upon  suck 
terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary,  the  Gov_ 
ernor,  and  the  agency  to  which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

Sec.  210.  No  entrance  or  admission  fees  shall  be  collected  after 
March  31, 1970,  by  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States  at  pub¬ 
lic  recreation  areas  located  at  lakes  and  reservoirs  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army.  User  fees  at  these 
lakes  and  reservoirs  shall  be  collected  by  officers  and  employees  of  the 
L  nited  States  only  from  users  of  highly  developed  facilities  requiring 
continuous  presence  of  personnel  for  maintenance  and  supervision  of 
the  facilities,  and  shall  not  be  collected  for  access  to  or  use  of  water 
areas,  undeveloped  or  lightly  developed  shoreland,  picnic  grounds, 
overlook  sites,  scenic  drives,  or  boat  launching  ramps  where  no 
mechanical  or  hydraulic  equipment  is  provided. 

Sec.  211.  The  Mason  .T.  Niblack  levee  feature  of  the  project  for  flood 
control  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin,  Illinois  and  Indiana,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  24, 1946,  is  hereby  modified  to 
provide  for  the  installation  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting 
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through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and  operation  and  maintenance  by 
local  interests,  of  pumping  facilities  to  remove  ponded  interior  drain- 
i  age  from  the  area  protected  by  the  levee,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$500, 000. 

Sec.  212.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
,  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  amend  Contract  Numbered  DA-45-108- 
CTVENG-66-G8,  between  the  United  States  and  the  Montana  State 
Highway  Commission  for  the  relocation  of  Montana  State  Highway 
37  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  the  Libby  Dam  project,  so  as 
to  provide  that  the  design  standards  for  the  relocation  shall  be  those 
adopted  by  the  State  of  Montana  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Highway  Safety  Act  of  19(16  (80  Stat.  731). 

Sec.  213.  The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
Lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15, 1928  (45  Stat. 
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;  subject  to  the  conditions  that  local  interests  (1)  provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  the  construction  of  the  work;  (2)  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
~\ee  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  work;  and  (3)  maintain 
[ _ aid  operate  all  works  after  completion. 

Sec.  214.  The  project  for  the  Sanders  Creek  Red  River  Basin, 
Texas,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  additional 
privately  owned  lands  aggregating  approximately  seven  hundred  and 
fifty  acres  located  within  the  boundaries  of  former  Camp  Maxey, 
i  Lamar  County,  Texas,  for  the  purpose  of  consolidating  Federal  own¬ 
ership  of  areas  as  may  be  needed  for  wildlife  purposes  in  connection 
with  the  Pat  Mayse  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  and  to  facilitate  the 
establishment  of  a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife  management  area.  The 
lands  so  acquired  will  be  made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  or  to  (he  State  of  Texas  in  accordance  with  established  admin¬ 
istrative  procedures  pursuant  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination 
Act  (16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.).  The  acquisition  of  such  lands  may  be 
deferred  until  such  time  as  assurances  are  given,  satisfactory  to  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  that  a  wildlife  refuge  or  wildlife  management 
area  will  be  established. 

Sec.  215.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  may,  when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public  interest, 
enter  into  agreements  providing  for  reimbursement  to  States  or  polit¬ 
ical  subdivisions  thereof  for  work  to  be  performed  by  such  non-Federal 
oublic  bodies  at  water  resources  development  projects  authorized  for 
instruction  under  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of 
—die  Chief  of  Engineers.  Such  agreements  may  provide  for  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  installation  costs  incurred  by  such  entities  or  an  equivalent 
reduction  in  the  contributions  they  would  otherwise  be  required  to 
make,  or  in  appropriate  cases,  for  a  combination  thereof.  The  amount 
of  Federal  reimbursement,  including  reductions  in  contributions,  for  a 
single  project  shall  not  exceed  $1,000,000. 

(b)  Agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  (1 )  fully 
describe  the  work  to  be  accomplished  by  the  non-Federal  public  body, 
and  be  accompanied  by  an  engineering  plan  if  necessary  therefor; 
(2)  specify  the  manner  in  which  such  work  shall  be  carried  out;  (3) 
provide  for  necessary  review  of  design  and  plans,  and  inspection  of 
the  work  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  or  his  designee;  (4)  state  the  basis 
on  which  the  amount  of  reimbursement  shall  be  determined;  (5)  state 
that  such  reimbursement  shall  be  dependent  upon  the  appropriation  of 
funds  applicable  thereto  or  funds  available  therefor,  and  shall  not 
take  precedence  over  other  pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for 
improvements;  and  (6)  specify  that  reimbursement  or  credit  for  non- 
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Federal  installation  expenditures  shall  apply  only  to  work  under¬ 
taken  on  Federal  projects  after  project  authorization  and  execution 
of  the  agreement,  and  does  not  apply  retroactively  to  past  non-Federal 
work.  Each  such  agreement  shall  expire  three  years  after  the  date  on 
which  it  is  executed  if  the  work  to  be  undertaken  by  the  non-Federal 
public  body  has  not  commenced  before  the  expiration  of  that  period. 
Fhe  time  allowed  for  completion  of  the  work  will  be  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
and  stated  in  the  agreement. 

(c)  No  reimbursement  shall  be  made,  and  no  expenditure  shall  lie 
redited,  pursuant  to  this  section,  unless  and  until  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
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neers  or  his  designee,  has  certified  that  the  work  for  which  reimburse¬ 
ment  or  credit  is  requested  has  been  performed  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement. 

(d)  Reimbursement  for  work  commenced  by  non-Federal  public 
bodies  no  later  than  one  year  after  enactment  of  this  section,  to  carry 
out  or  assist  in  carrying  out  projects  for  beach  erosion  control,  may  be 
made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Act  of 
August  13,  1946,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  426f).  Reimbursement  for 
such  work  may,  as  an  alternative,  be  made  in  accordance  with  thm 
provisions  of  this  section,  provided  that  agreement  required  herei/5 
shall  have  been  executed  prior  to  commencement  of  the  work.  Expend**- 
itures  for  projects  for  beach  erosion  control  commenced  by  non-Fed¬ 
eral  public  bodies  subsequent,  to  one  year  after  enactment  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  may  be  reimbursed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  only  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  lie  construed  (1)  as  authorizing  the 
United  States  to  assume  any  responsibilities  placed  upon  a  non-Fed¬ 
eral  body  by  the  conditions  of  project  authorization,  or  (2)  as  com¬ 
mitting  the  United  States  to  reimburse  non-Federal  interests  if  the 
Federal  project  is  not  undertaken  or  is  modified  so  as  to  make  the 
work  performed  by  the  non-Federal  Public  body  no  longer  applicable. 

(f)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  allot  from  any 
appropriations  hereafter  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed  $10,- 
000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section.  This  limitation  does  not  include  specific  project  authorizations 
providing  for  reimbursement. 

Sec.  216.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall,  without  monetary 


voir,  Kaskaskia  consideration,  extend  until  October  1,  1964,  the  rights  described  in 
River,  Ill.  ’  -  ’  ’  T  ° 


this  section  which  were  reserved  until  July  1, 1964,  to  any  former  owner 
(including  his  heirs,  administrators,  executors,  successors,  and  assigns)- 
of  the  subsurface  estate  of  any  real  property  acquired  by  the  Unite( 
States  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  the  Carlyle  Reservoir 
project  on  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois.  The  reserved  rights  referred 
to  in  this  section  are  more  particularly  described  as  the  reservation  of 
all  oil,  gas,  and  other  minerals  of  like  fugacious  character,  together 
with  rights  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  exploration,  development,  pro¬ 
duction,  and  removal  thereof  within  the  Boulder  Oil  Field,  and  re¬ 
stricted  to  section  2,  township  2  north,  range  2  west,  and  sections  34,  35, 
and  36  in  township  3  north,  range  2  west,  Clinton  County,  Illinois. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  pay, 
out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  such 
persons  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  whose  rights  are 
authorized  to  be  extended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  amount 
of  money  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  represent  their 
respective  interests  in  royalty  payments  received  by  the  United  States 
for  the  authorized  three-month  extended  period.  The  total  payments 
so  made  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $6,401.16. 
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(  Sec.  217.  (a)  No  provision  of  law  heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  TVA. 
which  limits  the  number  of  persons  who  may  be  appointed  as  full-time  Power  program 
civilian  employees,  or  temporary  and  part-time  employees,  in  the  employees, 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  shall  apply  to  employees  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  engaged  in  its  power  program  and  paid 
exclusively  from  other  than  appropriated  funds.  In  applying  any  such 
provision  of  law  to  other  departments  and  agencies  in  the  executive 
branch,  the  number  of  such  employees  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Author¬ 
ity  shall  not  be  taken  into  account. 

(b)  No  provision  of  law  that  seeks  to  limit  expenditures  and  net 
lending  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  June  30  1969,  under  the 
Budget  of  the  United  States  Government,  shall  apply  to  expenditures 
by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  out  of  the  proceeds  from  its  power 
operations,  from  the  sale  of  any  power  program  assets,  or  from  power 
revenue  bonds,  notes,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 

Sec.  218.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  directed  to  review  the  project  Project  review 
for  the  Devils  Jumps  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Big  South  Fork  of  the  Report  to 
Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  and  report  to  the  Con-  Congress, 
gress  not  later  than  December  31,  1969,  on  the  feasibility  of  such 
project  for  the  purposes  of  House  Document  Numbered  175,  Eighty- 

Omtli  Congress.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
or  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  review  and  prepare 
such  alternative  plans  as  they  may  determine  feasible  and  appropriate 
for  the  use  of  the  Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River  and  its 
tributaries  in  Kentucky  and  Tennessee  and  necessary  contiguous  areas 
for  recreational,  conservation,  or  preservation  uses  of  such  area  and 
report  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  December  31,  1969.  The  con¬ 
struction  of  such  project  or  any  alternative  project  shall  not  be 
initiated  until  such  reports  have  been  made  to  and  approved  by  the 
Congress.  Such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section 
are  hereby  authorized. 

Sec.  219.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  Surveys, 
directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  includ¬ 
ing  channel  and  major  drainage  improvements,  and  floods  aggravated 
by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territorial  possessions,  which  include  the  localities  specifically  named 
in  this  section.  After  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any  survey 
authorized  by  this  section  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental 
or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by 
law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any 
examination  or  survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to 
'  'tgress,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the  national  defense  or  by 
omtnged  physical  or  economic  conditions. 

Burnett,  Crystal,  and  Scotts  Bays  and  vicinity,  Baytown,  Texas, 
in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  drainage,  and  related  water  and 
land  resources,  including  specifically  the  problems  of  general  sub¬ 
sidence  of  the  area  and  flood  problems  created  thereby. 

Linville  Creek,  Caney  Creek  and  Tres  Palacious,  Texas,  in  the 
interest  of  flood  control  and  related  purposes. 

Oso  Creek,  Texas,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control  and  related 
purposes. 

Maddaket,  Smith’s  Point  and  Broad  Creek,  Massachusetts,  in 
the  interest  of  flood  control,  hurricane  protection,  navigation  and 
related  purposes. 

Streams  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Spring  Mountain  Youth 
Camp,  Spring  Mountain  Range,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control,  bank  erosion  control,  and  allied  purposes. 
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Virgin  River,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Bunkerville,  Mesquite, 
and  Riverside,  Nevada,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  bank  erosion 
control,  and  allied  purposes. 

Cuyahoga  River  from  Upper  Kent  to  Portage  Trail  in  Cuyahoga 
Falls,  Ohio,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  pollution  abatement, 
low  flow  regulation,  and  other  allied  water  purposes. 

Kalihi  Stream,  Honolulu,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  220.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood  Control  Act 
of  1968”. 


TITLE  III— RIVER  BASIN  MONETARY  AUTHORIZATIONS 


Sec.  301.  That  (a)  in  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  prosecution  of  the  com¬ 
prehensive  plan  of  development  of  each  river  basin  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  referred  to  in  the  first  column  below, 
which  was  basically  authorized  by  the  Act  referred  to  by  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  in  the  second  column  below,  an  amount  not  to  exceed  that  shown 
opposite  such  river  basin  in  the  third  column  below : 


Basin 


Act  of 
Congress 


Amou/  ' 


Alabama-Coosa  River _ 

Arkansas  River . 

Brazos  River _ 

Central  and  southern  Florida 

Columbia  River . 

Missouri  River . . 

Ohio  River. . 

Ouachita  River.. . 

San  Joaquin  River. . 

South  Platte  River . . 

Upper  Mississippi  River _ 

White  River _ 


Mar.  2,1945  J29.000.000 

June  28, 1938  108,000,000 

Sept.  3, 1954  2, 000, 000 

June  30, 1948  15,000,000 

June  28, 1938  193,000,000 

June  28, 1938  38,000,000 

June  22, 1936  35,000,000 

May  17,1950  10,000,000 

Dec.  22,1944  17,000,000 

May  17,1950  12,000,000 

June  28, 1938  5,000,000 

June  28, 1938  2,000,000 


(b)  The  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  section 
shall  not  exceed  $166,000,000. 

Sec.  302.  In  addition  to  the  previous  authorization,  the  completion  of 
the  system  of  flood  control  reservoirs  on  the  West  Branch  Susque¬ 
hanna  River,  Pennsylvania,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1954,  is  hereby  authorized  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,000,000. 

Sec.  303.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River  Basin 
Monetary  Authorization  Act  of  1968”. 

Approved  August  13,  1968. 
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